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BELLSOUTH PUBLI CO~CATIONS, INC.

VERIFIED TESTIMO OF ROBERT L. KIRKLAND

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE OMMISSION OF SOUTH CAROLINA

DOCKET NO. 2003-77-C

DECE ER 11, 2003

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, UR POSITION WITH BELLSOUTH PUBLIC

COMMUNICATIONS, INC. ("BSPC ') AND YOUR BUSINESS ADDRESS.

A. My name is Robert L. Kirkland, d my position is Manager, BellSouth Public

Communications, Inc. My business ddress is 75 Bagby Drive, Homewood, Alabama

35209.

Q. PLEASE PROVIDE A BRIEF DE CRIPTION OF YOUR BACKGROUND AND

EXPERIENCE.

I started working with South Central ell, which is now BellSouth Telecommunications,

Inc. ("BST"), in 1971. Since 1974, I ave held many payphone-related positions within

the BellSouth family of companies, inc uding working in staff support, business planning

and contract support, managing the contract administration group for BSPC, and

managing the sales support staff for B PC. From 1999 to the present, I have managed

BSPC's coin center operations, operatio s center, and repair center.

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR ESTIMONY?



AC
C
EPTED

FO
R
PR

O
C
ESSIN

G
-2019

O
ctober22

11:53
AM

-SC
PSC

-2003-77-C
-Page

2
of75

A. The purpose of my testimony is to provide information in support of BSPC's Application

for Approval to Divest Itself of its Assets that was filed in this docket on March 11, 2003.

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE BSPC.

BSPC is a payphone service provider that offers certain payphone services throughout

South Carolina pursuant to certificates the Commission granted or approved in Order No.

97-65 in Docket No. 85-150-C, and in Order No. 97-268 in Docket No. 97-047-C.

Q. HOW DID BSPC COME INTO EXISTENCE?

In 1996, the Federal Communications Commission ("FCC") ruled that incumbent local

exchange companies ("ILECs") are free to provide payphone services "using structurally

separate affiliates if the choose to do so."'o the extent that a Bell Operating Company

("BOC") decided to provide payphone services through a structurally separate affiliate,

the FCC specified the assets that were to be transferred fiom the BOC to the separate

affiliate, and it specified the accounting treatment to be accorded those transferred

assets. BellSouth decided to provide payphone service through a separate affiliate,

BSPC, in compliance with these FCC requirements.

See Report and Order, In the Matter of Implementation of the Pay Telephone
Reclassification Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of1996, CC Docket No. 96-128, FCC
96-388 11 F.C.C.R. 20,541 at $157 (September 20, 1996) ("Payphone Order")(emphasis added).

Id, at $$ 159-60.
Id. at 'i[$161-71.
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Accordingly, in 1997, this Commission entered an Order stating that "[BST's]

application to transfer its South Carolina payphone assets to BSPC... is hereby

approved." The Commission also entered an Order granting BSPC*s request for

certification to "sell, vend, and install coin or coinless telephones in South Carolina...

Finally, the Commission entered an Order granting BSPC a Certificate of Public

Convenience and Necessity "to provide collect-only call capability for inmate and

operator services (local and intraLATA) to confinement facilities in South Carolina,

using automated Company owned telephones and alternate operator service to the general

public through Company owned payphones on a local and intraLATA basis."

Q. PLEASE DESCMBE THE PAYPHONE ~TPLACE IN SOUTH CAROLINA.

Order Approving Asset Transfer, In Re Application of BellSouth Telecommunications,
Inc. for approval to Transfer its Pay Telephone Assets to BellSouth Public Communications,
Inc., Order No. 97-311 in Docket No. 97-046-C (April 15, 1997).

Order Granting Certification, In Re: Request ofBellSouth Public Communications, Inc.,
75 Bagby Drive, Homewood, AI. 35209, for Certification to Sell, Vend, and Install Coin or
Coinless Telephones in South Carolina, Order No. 97-65 in Docket No. 85-150-C at I (January
23, 1997).

Order Approving Certificate, In Re: Application of BellSouth Public Communications,
Inc. for a Certificate of Public Convenience and necessity to Provide Alternate Operator and
Inmate Telecommunications Services within the State of South Carolina, Order No. 97-268 in
Docket No. 97-047-C at 3 (April I, 1997). The FCC also required BOCs like BellSouth to file
comparably efficient interconnection ("CEI") plans with the FCC "describing how they will
comply with the Computer III unbundling, CEI parameters, accounting requirements, CPNI
requirements as modified by Section 222 of the 1996 Act, network disclosure requirements, and
installation, maintenance, and quality nondiscrimination requirements." See Payphone Order at
$199. See also Id. at/$202-207. BellSouth file its CEI plan with the FCC in compliance with
these requirements, and the FCC entered an order approving BellSouth's plan. See Order, In the
Matter of BellSouth Corporation's Offer of Comparably Efficient Interconnection to Payphone
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The payphone marketplace in South'arolina is highly competitive, and BSPC is only

one ofmany payphone service providers competing in that market. This is not surprising.

Seven years ago, the FCC concluded that "incumbent LEC payphones must be

deregulated, detariffed and classified as CPE for regulatory purposes." In reaching this

conclusion, the FCC stated that "the market for payphone CPE is competitive," and that

"it is not in the public interest to continue to treat LEC payphones as regulated

equipment, while treating independent payphones as CPE, and that deregulation of

payphones is consistent with the procompetitive approach set forth in Section 276 [of the

1996 Actj." The FCC also noted that "the market for payphone CPE is competitive snd

LECs do not have any specific advantage in marketing payphone services in a

deregulated payphone market."

Q. WHY IS BSPC EXITING THIS COMPETITIVE MARKETPLACE?

A. BSPC is exiting the marketplace as a result of continuing declines in payphone usage.

Increasing numbers of payphone users are choosing other alternatives such as wireless

communications and personal communications devices in lieu of payphone services.

BSPC's exit fiom the payphone marketplace will allow BellSouth to sharpen its focus and

Service Providers, CC Docket No. 96-128, FCC 97-792 (April 15, 1997) ("BellSouth CEI
Order").

See Payphone Order at $ 143 (emphasis added). CPE stands for "customer premise
equipment". See Order, In the Matter of Wisconsin Public Service Commission, 17 FCC Rcd.
2051 at $11.

Id. (emphasis added).
Id. at ([149.
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direct its resources on its core broadband, Internet and digital network offerings, as well

as domestic and international lines ofbusiness for wireless, data, and voice services.

Q. WHEN DOES BSPC INTEND TO COMPLETELY EXIT THE MARKETPLACE?

BPSC intends to completely exit the payphone business in South Carolina by late in the

first quarter of 2004. After BSPC has ceased providing any payphone services in South

Carolina, BSPC plans to seek withdrawal of the certificates the Commission granted or

approved in Order No. 97-65 in Docket No. 85-150-C and in Order No. 97-268 in Docket

No. 97-047-C by way of an appropriate filing in this docket.

Q. HAS BSPC INFORMED THE PUBLIC OF ITS INTENT TO EXIT THE

MARKETPLACE?

Yes. Since February 2001, BSPC has distributed various press releases that have resulted

in newspaper articles in South Carolina and in many other states that address BSPC's

intent to exit the market. Exhibit RLK-1 contains representative samples of such

newspaper articles. Information regarding BSPC's intent to exit the marketplace also has

been posted on the following website: http://www.bellsouth.corn/public/.

Q. HAS BSPC INFORMED LOCATION OWNERS OF ITS INTENT TO EXIT THE

~TPLACE?
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A. Yes. BSPC has notified its customers of its intentions on several occasions beginning as

early as February 2001 and most recently during the first two weeks of December 2003.

Exhibit RLK-2 contains representative samples of such correspondence.

Q. IS BSPC WORKING TO~ A LOCATION PROVIDER'S TRANSITION FROM

BSPC TO ANOTHER PAYPHONE SERVICE PROVIDER A SMOOTH ONE?

Yes. A group within BSPC is working with other payphone service providers that have

been selected by a location provider in order to make the transition from BSPC to the

new provider a smooth one. This group offers the new provider the option of purchasing

the existing BSPC equipment (after it has been de-branded) at a discounted rate and the

option of transferring the existing line and telephone number to the new provider. This

group also works with the new provider to coordinate the disconnection of BSPC's

equipment with the connection of the new provider's equipment in an attempt to provide

continuity of service for the location provider. Since February 2001, when BSPC first

announced its plans to exit the payphone market, BSPC has transitioned thousands of

payphone stations to other payphone service providers in South Carolina. BSPC will

continue to work with the other payphone service providers in South Carolina in this

manner until all BSPC payphones have been removed.

Q. AS BSPC GOES ABOUT EXITING THE COMPETITIVE PAYPHONE

~TPLACE IN SOUTH CAROLINA, WHAT WILL HAPPEN TO BSPC'S

ASSETS?
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A. In order to cease operations, divest its assets, and exit the payphone business in South

Carolina, BSPC is selling some of its payphones in place to other payphone service

providers or to location providers, after de-branding all equipment. Additionally, BSPC

is selling some of its payphones in bulk (after de-branding) to other equipment providers.

Some of the sets involved in such sales will remain in place, as described above, and

some are being removed from the location, de-branded, and sold to the buyer. BSPC is

also offering payphones for sale through the BellSouth Pioneers organization. Finally,

BSPC is disposing of any remaining payphones by selling parts to third parties and

junking the remaining unsold parts.

BSPC intends to transfer other support type equipment and assets (such as desks, chairs,

etc.) to BST, if needed, in full compliance with affiliate transaction rules. Any remaining

support assets will be sold or disposed of, as described above for the payphone

equipment.

Q. WILL BSPC'S EXIT FROM THE COMPETITIVE PAYPHONE ~TPLACE
AFFECT THE ABILITY OF ANY PAYPHONE SERVICE PROVIDER TO

CONTINUE PURCHASING PAYPHONE ACCESS LINES FROM BST, OTHER

LOCAL EXCHANGE COMPANIES ("LECS"), OR COMPETITIVE LOCAL

EXCHANGE COMPANIES ("CLECS")?

A. No. BSPC's decision to exit the competitive payphone marketplace in South Carolina

will not Meet any payphone service provider's ability to order access lines that it can
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attach to its payphone sets and other customer premise equipment ("CPE") in order to

provide payphone services to the public. BSPC does not provide these access lines in

South Carolina, or in any other state. Instead, BST, other LECs, and CLECs offer

tariffed payphone access lines to BSPC and other payphone service providers on a

nondiscriminatory basis.'SPC and other payphone service providers then attach these

access lines to their payphone sets and other CPE in order to provide payphone services

to the public.

The FCC has made it clear that payphone access lines are separate and distinct from the

type of payphone services that are offered by payphone service providers like BSPC.

The FCC, for instance, required LECs to unbundle basic transmission services (such as

payphone access lines) &om CPE (such as the payphone sets), and it required incumbent

local exchange companies ("ILECs") like BST to set rates for intrastate payphone-

specific services in accordance with the FCC's requirements." When this Commission

applied the FCC's rulings to BST's rates for payphone access lines, it ordered BST to

significantly reduce those rates and to pay refunds to payphone service providers.'n a

subsequent Order, the Commission approved a BST tariff filing that further reduced

See, e.g., BST's South Carolina General Subscriber Service TariffA7.4.
See Payphone Order at $ 146.
See Order Setting Rates for Payphone Lines and Associated Features, In Re Request of

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. for Approval ofRevisions to its General Subscriber Service
Tariffand Access Service Tariff to Comply with the FCC's Implementation of the Pay Telephone
Reclasstftcation and Compensation Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Order
No. 1999-285 in Docket No. 97-124-C (April 19, 1999); Order Ruling on Requests for
Reconsideration and Clarification, In Re Request of Bel!South Telecommunications, Inc. for
Approval of Revisions to its General Subscriber Service Tariff and Access Service Tariff to
Comply with the FCC's Implementation of the Pay Telephone Reclassification and
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BST's rates for paypbone access lines to even lower rates. These low payphone access13

line rates remain in effect today.

Q. HAS THE FCC ADDRESSED THE ABILITY OF A PAYPHONE SERVICE

PROVIDER LIKE BSPC TO EXIT THE ~TPLACE IF IT CHOOSES TO DO

SO?

Yes. The FCC has made it clear that a payphone service provider like BSPC is f'ree to

exit the market if it chooses to do so. Section 276 of the Act addresses the provision of

payphone services, and it requires the FCC to adopt regulations implementing its

provisions. Section 276 provides that "to the extent that ~an State requirements are

inconsistent with the [FCC's] regulations„ the [FCC's] regulations on such matters shall

reem t such State re uirements."ra 4

Q. HAS THE FCC ADOPTED ANY REGULATIONS REGARDING A PAYPHONE

SERVICE PROVIDER'S ABILITY TO EXIT THE ~T?

A. Yes. The FCC adopted a regulation that states, "Each state must review and remove any

of its regulations applicable to payphones and payphone service providers that impose

Compensation Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of1996; Order No. 1999-497 in Docket
No. 97-124-C (July 19, 1999).

See Order Reducing PTAS Rate, In Re: Request ofBellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
for Approval ofRevisions to its General Subscriber Service Tariff and Access Service Tariff to
Comply with the FCCs Implementation of the Pay Telephone Reclassification and
Compensation Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Order No. 2001-1054 in
Docket No. 97-124-C (December 4, 2001).
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market entry or exit requirements."nl5

Q. HAS THE FCC SPECIFICALLY ADDRESSED A PAYPHONE SERVICE

PROVIDER'S ABILITY TO EXIT THE MARKETPLACE?

Yes. The FCC stated that inhibiting a payphone service provider's ability to exit the

marketplace is simply bad policy.'he FCC, for example, noted that the competition

that existed in the payphone market in 1996 "has been significantly distorted by

government regulation of prices, regulatory barriers to entry and exit, as well as by

significant subsidies from other telecommunications services."'ecognizing the

existence of many state "requirements that must be fulfilled before a [payphone service

provider] can enter or exit the payphone marketplace," the FCC concluded, "that these

state regulations are barriers to a fully competitive payphone market...."" The FCC

stated, "ease of entry and exit in this market will foster competition and allow the market,

rather than regulation, to dictate the behavior of the various parties in the payphone

industry."'he FCC, therefore, concluded that the States are required to remove "in

particular, those rules that impose market entry or exit requirements."

Several entities, including various State commissions, asked the FCC to reconsider this

See 47 U.S.C. t)276(c)(emphasis added).
See 47 C.F.R. $ 64.1330(a).
Conversely, the FCC has noted that eliminating requirements that inhibit the ability to

exit the payphone market is good policy. See, e.g., Payphone Order at $12.
Payphone Order at $13.
Id. at /[59.

19

Id. at $60.

10
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regulation and its reasoning supporting it, but the FCC declined. In addressing these

requests, the FCC stated that:

burdensome state entry and exit requirements would be inconsistent with
the rules we have adopted to implement the congressional mandate
embedded generally in Section 276 of the Act, and, more specifically, in
the requirements of Section 276(b)(1)(A) to ensure fair compensation for
each and every call using a payphone. For these reasons, we are satisfied
that our directive to the states to eliminate such burdens is within the

reem tion authorit anted to us b Confess in Section 276 c
Accordingly, we deny requests by the states that we reconsider our
conclusions in this regard."

Q. ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY STATE COMMISSIONS THAT HAVE APPLIED

THESE FCC DIRECTIVES TO STATE RULES THAT CONSTITUTE BARRIERS TO

EXIT FROM THE PAYPHONE MARKETPLACE?

A. Yes. After the FCC entered these Orders, the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission

reviewed its existing regulations to determine whether they were consistent with the

FCC's decision. One of those regulations required each telephone utility to supply at

least one coin-operated public telephone in each exchange that the utility served. After

applying the principles set forth in the FCC's Payphone Orders to that rule, the Indiana

Commission entered an Order stating:

we agree that [the rule] is an exit barrier, aud as such is no longer
enforceable. We instruct our General Counsel to take the necessary steps
to have this regulation deleted &om our Service Standards.

Exhibit RLK-3 is a copy of this Order.

21 Order on Reconsideration, In the Matter of Implementation of the Pay Telephone
Reclassification Provisions ofthe Telecommunications Act of1996, CC Docket No. 96-128, FCC
96-439, 11 FCC Rcd. 21,233 at $139 (November 8, 1996) ("Payphone Reconsideration
Order")(emphasis added).

11
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Q. ARE PAYPHONE SERVICE PROVIDERS SEEKING TO ENTER THE MARKET IN

SOUTH CAROLINA?

A. Yes. Exhibit RLK-4 includes pages from various agenda the Commission has issued

since January 1, 2003. This exhibit shows that in the past year, at least 15 payphone

service providers have sought to enter the payphone marketplace in South Carolina.

Q. ARE PAYPHONE SERVICE PROVIDERS SEEKING TO EXIT THE ~T IN

SOUTH CAROLINA?

A. Yes. Exhibit RLK-4 shows that in the past year, at least 26 payphone service providers

have sought to exit the payphone marketplace in South Carolina.

Q. TO THE BEST OF YOUR KNOWLEDGE, HAS THE COMMISSION IMPOSED ANY

CONDITIONS ON THE ABILITY OF THESE OTHER PAYPHONE SERVICE

PROVIDERS TO EXIT THE MARKET IN SOUTH CAROLINA?

A. No, not to my knowledge.

Q. HAS ANY OTHER STATE COMMISSION IN BELLSOUTH'S REGION

ADDRESSED BSPC'S ABILITY TO EXIT THE PAYPHONE MARKETPLACE?

12



AC
C
EPTED

FO
R
PR

O
C
ESSIN

G
-2019

O
ctober22

11:53
AM

-SC
PSC

-2003-77-C
-Page

13
of75

Yes. On November 20, 2003, the Alabama Public Service Commission issued an Order

granting BSPC's request to divest its assets and cease its operations in Alabama. The

Commission specifically found BSPC's request "to be consistent with the public interest,

convenience and necessity." Exhibit RLK-5 is a copy of that Order.

Q. DID THE ALABAMA COMMISSION'S ORDER IMPOSE ANY CONDITIONS ON

BSPC'S ABILITY TO EXIT THE PAYPHONE ~T?

A. No, it did not.

Q. WHAT IS BSPC ASKING THE COMMISSION TO DO AT THIS TIME?

A. BSPC is asking the Commission to enter an order approving BSPC's application to

immediately divest itself of its assets.

Q. WHAT DOES BSPC PLAN TO DO AFTER IT HAS COMPLETELY EXITED THE

~TPLACE AND STOPPED PROVIDING ANY PAYPHONE SERVICE IN

SOUTH CAROLINA?

A. At that time, BSPC plans to seek withdrawal of the certificates the Commission granted

or approved in Order No. 97-65 in Docket No. 85-150-C and in Order No. 97-268 in

Docket No. 97-047-C by way of an appropriate filing in this docket.

13
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Q. DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

A. Yes.

514455
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AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF ALABAMA

COUNTY OF JEFFERSON

Before me, the undersigned authority, duly commissioned and qualified in and for

the State and County aforesaid personally came and appeared Robert L. Kirkland who,

being by me first duly sworn, deposed and said that:

l. I, Robert L. Kirkland, am Manager, BellSouth Public Communications,

2. I have read my foregoing pre-filed testimony in Docket No. 2003-77-C,

which is dated December 11, 2003 and which consists of 14 pages and 5 Exhibits.

3. The contents of my foregoing testimony are true to the best of my

knowledge.

Sworn to and subscribed before me this g day of December, 2003.~A

6"Y CCOtltsiEO'A 6:6'!666: D . 15, '..
My Commission Expires:

"C
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EXHIBIT RLK
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State, The (Columbia, SC)
February 3, 2001
Section: FRONT
Edition: FINAL
Page: A1

S.C. PAY PHONES ARE ENDANGERED SPECIES
DAVE L'HEI/REUX, Sfaff Writer

Finding a pay telephone in the Southeast could become a lot tougher in the next two years

BeIISouth said Friday it will get out of the pay phone business by the end of 2002 in order
to concentrate on domestic wireless and other services.

The decision will end BellSouth service to about 143,000 pay phones in the Southeast, including
10,401 pay phones in South Carolina.

Experts warned that BellSouth's decision could greatly reduce the availability of pay phones
unless independent providers fill in the void. It also could hurt poorer neighborhoods.

"I think that's a real problem," said Columbia resident Helen Anderson, who had just finished a
call on a BellSouth pay phone off Rosewood Drive. "BellSouth is everywhere. What if you had
to find a pay phone in a hurry?"

A BellSouth executive said the use of public pay phones has dropped dramatically since 1998,
as more people use cell phones and other wireless communication devices.

"This decision will allow BellSouth to focus on its core broadband, Internet and digital network
offerings," said Charlie Coe, president of BellSouth Network Services.

Coe said more and more BellSouth customers are relying on wireless telephones and
interactive pagers, making pay phones less popular.

Pay phones are a primary means of telecommunication in poor neighborhoods, leading to
speculation that industry emphasis on promoting wireless telephones could be economically
discriminatory.

'We'e concerned what this means for the number of (pay phone) locations around the state,"

http://nl.newsbank.corn/nl-search/we/Archives?p action=doc&p docid=OEACSSC132905... 12/6/2003
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State, The (Columbia, SC)
August 18, 2001
Section: BUSINESS
Edition: FINAL
Page: B7

FYI - BELLSOUTH EXTENDS PAY PHONE DEADLINE
The Associated Press

BellSouth will stay in the pay phone business until at least the end of 2003, the company
announced Friday.

BellSouth Corp., which serves nine southeastern states, had announced in February that
it planned to abandon all 143,000 pay phones it operates by the end of next year.
Now the company says it will extend the exit date by a year, partly because several large
customers with contracts that go into 2003 have asked it to do so.

The extra time also will give those who have BellSouth pay phones on their property more time
to find an alternate provider, BellSouth said in a news release.

Many states already are facing a sharp drop in pay phones - a half million have vanished from
the national landscape over the last five years.

Copyright (c) 2001 The State

http://nhnewsbank.corn/nl-search/we/Archives?p action=doc&p docid&EE338AED10A... 12/6/2003
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State, The {Columbia, SC)
January 4, 2003
Section: BUSINESS
Edition: FINAL
Page: B6

BELLSOUTH REMOVING PAY PHONES
Joe Guy Collier, Staff Writer

BellSouth Corp. expects to be out of the pay phone busiriess by the end of this year

The Atlanta-based telecommunications company will either sell or remove more than
100,000 pay phones, including 6,500 in South Carolina.
Pay phones no longer fit the company's strategy, said Marcia Purday, a South Carolina
spokeswoman for BellSouth.

The company has seen an overall shift in the market as callers rely more on cellular phones and
other wireless communication devices, she said.

The way people are calling is different," Purday said. "The trends are different

BellSouth's exit from the industry won't mean an end to pay phones in South Carolina.

More than 1,200 companies are registered to offer pay phone service in the state, according to
the S.C. Public Service Commission.

The fate of each pay phone will be handled on a case-by-case basis.

-Joe Guy Collier

illustration:PHOTO: BW

Cell phones have largely replaced pay phones as the communication device of choice for
people on the move. SEAN RAYFORD/THE STATE

Copyright (c) 2003 The State
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BellSouth says it's time
to hang up pay phones
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 SauSourH
aousourh public coueuoloosooo. loo.

Dear BSPC Customer:
Pebnsuy 3, 2001

Because you are a valued customer, I persoually want to make you aware of a recent announcement regarding psyphoue
services curreuUy provided at your location by Be!ISouth Puhiic Conununications, Inc. (BSPC).

Duc to downward trends in the use of psyphones, BellSouth has made thc decision to exit the psyphoue business. BSPC
wilt discontinue providing payphone services to its customers affer Deccmbcr 2002. We are notifying you almost
two years in advance to ensute you have sufficient oppommity to identify h diilerent communications teclmology or en
sltemauve psypbonc services provider.

This decision Io dircondnue offering payphone services is the resnlt ofconrinuing declines in psyphone usage.
Traditional payphone users aud the ncw gcnemiion of users ste choosing other altcmstivcs such as wireless
communications sud~ communiwttion devices. We have experienced moderate declines in usage for s number of
years, bui usage levels have decreased dramatically since 199$. As a result, BeIISouth hss made a suategic decision to
exit this business since wc foresee this downwanl mmd continuing imo thc fanue.

Whm will this decision by BellSouth mean to you as a payphone location provider customary

~ if you are currently under contmct with BellSouth Public Commurdcadons for psyphoue services, we will honor the
terms aod condiYioos ufyour contract At the expirauon of this sgiecmenk BSPC will continue to offe high-quahty
services on a monrh4o-month basis untff December 2002. Or, you can elect to have your psyphoue service provided
thmugh auo&er psyphone pmvider. In any eveat, commission payments paid by BellSouth will bc disconunued
with thc cxpimrion ofyour existing contracL If the tenue ofyour couuact with BSPC extend beyond December
2002, we will be UI colru!ct with you to dircuLI opUous.

~ If you curreruly opemtc under a mouth-to-month agreement with BSPC, BelISouth will make a final commission
paymcut on re cnues eamcd for tho April 2001 commission cycle, At your discretion, BSPC will continue m
provide high~uality services on a month&o-mouth basis untg December 2002, but no commission payments will be
made to your account.

Please feel free to ccuect your BellSouth Public Communications accoimt representative for answers to any questions
you might have concerning this decision. Qr. call BSPC Chief Opemthrg Officer Rachel RusreII or me directly at )-B00-
451-2646, ext, 201.

I urn confident dus early annmmccmcnt of our d«cirion offers ample opportunity for yoo to explore your many options.
Wc encourage you to allow BeBSouth to continue serving your payphone needs through Dccembcr 2002. BeBSouth
values your business and we sincerely hope you will continue to take~ of thc many products snd services
available from BellSouth.

Siucarely.

Richard H. Holmes
President
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O~ NELESOUTH

Bouuoutu public commuoicotioas. Ioc.

August 17, 2I/0)

13ccr BSPC Customer.

I )irrmg February 2001, lleligouth Public Commuuicetiom (BSPC) notified custornetu of iiu plan to disconthtue providing psyphone services
ofter f3eccmber 2002. Ihecuuse you area valued customer, 1'xoucutogy want to make you aware of o change to thru previously snnomuxd
dote.

Saved ou ioverol factors. Indudlng castmner roquews and tapur, BcllSonth wtg coannuu to oNer psyphanc ssrvlrns through
Deccmbcr2003.

This new dure, December 2003, is o fug year moro fcr you to mmhnue to receive psyphonc services from Beggouih. The decision to
drscootinuc oNering payphone services in thc futun: ctmrinuco Io be ihe nwult ofdeclines m peyphene usage. Truth)icosi psyphono users und
the new generation of users are continuing Io micct other elteirntivcs such as wnaless communications end pcrsnnul communication devices,

Wtmt uiU this new exit dutc, December 2003, mmm to you eo s peypheaa location provider~
lf you are ourrcody under connect wuh BSPC for payphone sc/vices, we will mmtinoo to comply with tho tmtm and conditions of
your ccunnwi. At the cxpuution m termination oi tlus~ BSPC wig continue to provide er oNcr you high quality poyphone

'ces until December 2003. Or. you can 4cct ro have your payphone service prodded through another peyphons provider,
BSPC will work with you to sall de-brandml psyphone equipmcnt m-ploce to you aud/tx your designated new payphono service
provider, iu gencvol, annnussion paymeuts paid by BellSoutb will be discontinued cmtcurrent with the extnuulion or taminotiun of
your ccdsliiug contract. lftho tenne ofyour cmuzoct with BSPC extend bcyend December 2003, wu will be m cont/un with you to
rbomlm optlofls.

~ lf you currently operate under o mouth-tomonth arrangement with BSPC, wo wiU continuo to provide m offrx you high quality
payphoue s/xvtces until December 2003. Or, you can ehct to hove yeur payphone service pmvided thmugh aaotimr psyphone
Ixuvidcr. BSPC will work whh you to sdl dobnmded poyphone eqtnptnmt uvp]ucc to you and/or your designated new peyphonc
service Provider ln geneml, cotumissiuu puymcots paid by Beggouth will be discentmued concurrent whh the expiration or
Ierminatioo of your cxisgug cont/oct If the tanas of your contract with BSPC muand beyond Dccombcr 2003, we wiU be in contact
with you upon your requen or durmg our ncruud course ofbusinwn oparedone to discuss options.

BSPC encourages you to keep your peyphone aavicce with 84ISomh until Decamber 2003. BSPC will conbnuc to provide cxccgent
msintcrnttcc und tupcir services. You will receive quick access to om customm stuvice ond rctxnr center. A BSPC payphone provides access
for yow custmnruu to F-v I 1 mnergeucy service. keeps your business !inca open for important cells, ond ogows your employeeo end cmtmnccs
to make local aod long distonce calle in a variety of ways at their expense end not yours.

As always, please feel Iree to cantect your BSPC occounts rcpruremative for answers to any questions you mey have cooccrniag this decision.
Or, you cau mdt the public commueicaticoo Service Canter at 14100451-2646 anytime betwcea 000 A.M. oud 4:30 P.hd CDT Monday
IJUough Friday.

'(1ioak you for your husincrs and we look forward to continuing to pmvide yonr peyphone services until December 20IB.

S mcmuly,

Rachel K, Rumdl
President dt Chief Operating Otliccr
BcUSouth Pttblic Communications. Inc.
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0 SFLlSOU7H

Sossounn posse Conunuolooaono, Ioc.

May 1,2003

Dear BellSouth Payphone Customer:

RE: Location Provider Agrcemeut between BellSouth Public Communications, Inc. ("BellSouih")
and Location Provider, Tcminatcd Contract d (the "Agreement")

As you are aware, BellSouth Public Communications (BSPC) previously tcnninstcd your payphone
contract. However, BSPC has maintained payphone service at your location for your convenience.

BellSouth also would hke to remind you that we sre exiting the psyphone
business ln December 2003 and make you aware of some possible options for
your current payphone and associated equipment.

BSPC will continue to provide service until December 2003, provided usage is sufficient to warrant
the continuation of service until that time. Should you, as the Location Ptovider, opt to secure a new
payphone provider prior to December 2003, 8%South requests a two weeks notice for the removal of
our equipment. With your sclcciion of a new payphone service provider, BSPC is pleased to offer
you a monetary incentive for your assistance in the sale of the existing Bell&outh payphonc
equipment at your premises to your new payphone service provider. The monetary incentive is based
on 5% of the sale price of the pay telephone sct(s) and 15% of thc sale price of the enclosure(s) and
pedestal(s). Please contact our service center at 1-&00-451-2646 for further dennis. BSPC will de-
brand the equipment and remove all rcfcrenccs to the name "BellSouth". The access line monthly
billing will transition to the new service provider.

BcllSouth is pleased to have provided your public payphone service aud looks forward to assisting
you during this transition. Please note: BellSouth will commence the removal of all payphonc
equipment effective January 2004 unless the removal or the transition to a new payphone
service provider has beau completed prior to that date. Please call our Business office at l-&00-
451-2646 if you have any questions.

Sincerely„

Rachel K. Russell
President dc CbiefOperating Office
BellSouth Public Communications Inc.
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O~ NausouTH

Soltsoutb Pubic Cotntounicadono. Inc

December I, 2003

Dear BeHSouth Payphone Location Provider:

This is your 6nal reminder that BellSouth Public Communications is planning to exit the
payphone business December 31, 2003.

We plan to begin removal of all remaining stations on January 2, 2004.

Please contact our Business Offtce at 1-800451-2646 ifyou have any questions.

Sincerely,

Rachel K. Russell
President k ChiefOperating 06icer
BellSouth Public Communications Inc.
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PUR Slip Copy
(Cite asr 1998 WL 999982 (Ind. U.R.C.))

Page I

Re Access Charge Re orm a..a Univez .'ero.ce
Cause Na. SO78»

Indiana Utility Regulatory Corrzaissron
September 18, 1998

Before McCarty, Klein, Ripley, Swanson-Hull, and Ziegner (all concurring)
Commissioners, and Colton and Gray, administrative law judges.

BY THE COMMISSIONr

«I The Telecommunications Act of 1996 ('TA96') discusses public interest
payphones, and in Sectian 276(b)(2) states, 'the Comrrission [FCC) shall deterr.ine
whether public "'nterest payphones which aze provided in the interest. of public
health, safety, and welfare, in 'ocations where there would otl.erwise not be a
payphone, should be maintained, »nd if so, ensure that such public ir:tercet
payphones a e supported fairly ar.d equitably.'n

response to the above mandate, the FCC on September 20, 1996 adopted and
released a 'Reporr. and Order'r. consolidated Cc Docket Nos. 96-126 and 9 -35 ,(FCC

96-388) adopting new rules and ca'icies gove ning the paypi one industry (the
'Payphone Order') [FNl) . In t[ 282 of the Payohone Order, rhe FCC s ares:

Ne adopt as a definition of 'public in crest payphone, ' payphone which (1)
fulfills a public policy objective i.. health, safety, or public welfare, (2)
is not provided for a location rzovider with an existing contract for rhe
p ovi sion of a payphone, and (3) would not otherwise exist as a result of the
operation of the competitive ma.kerplace.

In 'ts Payphone O aer, the FCC de 'nes the "ole states w 11 play 'r. meeting the
public interest payohone objectives of :A96. In 3( 280, the FCC concludes 'the
primary responsibility for adrrinisterirg and funriing o pub'ic interest payphone
programs should be left to the states.'n ')( 283, the FCC leaves to the discretion
of the states the manner in which oublic interest paypnone programs are to be
funded, 'so long as the funding . echanism, (1) 'fairly and eauitably'istribures
the cost of such a program, and .2) does not involve the use of subsidies
prob'ited by Section 276 &bi (1) &8; of the 1996 Act . ''ally, in 8 28" the FCC
directs each state to review whether '" has adequately orovided for public
interest payphones in a manner cac istent with the Paypi".one Order. Such review
must be completed by each state w'thin two years fzorr. ti;e date of the payphane
Order (i.e., by September 20, 1998). In aazticular, each arete should evaluate
whether it needs ta rake any mess'res to ensure that payphones serv ng impar ant
public interests will continue tc exist in light of the elimination cf subsidies
and ocher campet'tive pravisians astabl'ned ou suant to Sec ion 276 af the 996
A t., and that any exist ng prcgrams are administered an» funded canals ent wzth
the zequ'emen-s of the Payphor.e Order. Section 276(c) c TA96 provides fo szare
preemption to the extent that any state reauirements are inconsistent with the

Copr.  West 2003 Mo Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works

ATTACHMENT A

hnpl print.wcst[aw.corn'delivery.html'.dcst=atpfkdataid=A00:88000000)0620()n:&) "67F,
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FCC's reg 'aticns that are issued witi. res ect pa"ai.ores. Haec state
accordinglv d'zected o exam ne and medi.y '"s ec 'at cns a=pi cable rc pa, hone
and payphane sezvzce pro'" dere ('?SPs') and for purzcses of ensurzng fai"
competitron tl:rough a ccmpet tive marketplace, to remove only those zegulatians
that affect payphone competition, while remaining ree to impose regulatzons on a
competitively neat al basis to pzovioe consumers with informatzon and price
disclosure. (Payphone Order, 9 60)

a2 This Commission held a series of technical conferences on March 11, March 25,
April 15, and May 14 to discuss public interest payphones. After considering the
parties'nputs, we formulated a definition for 'public interest payphones'nd
created ar. Application Form to be sent to the Commission if a public interest
payphone is requested. A Docket Entry was issued on May 19, 1998 announcing that
an evidentiary hearing would be convened on July 7, 1998 to heaz the par ies'ommentson the definition and Application Form, and other public interest
payphone issues set forth in Attachment A to the Docket Entry.

An eviden iary hearing was convened on July 7, 997 at 9:00 a.m. in Room TC-10 of
the Indiana Government Ce,.te. South, Indianapolis, ndiana. The following parries
were represented by counsel: Indiana Bell Telephone Cor..aany, ncorporated d/b/a
Ameritech Indiana; Sprint Communications Company, L.P. and United Telephone
Company of Indiana, Inc., collectively known as 'Sprint.') GTE North Incorporated
and Contel af the South, Inc., collectively known as 'GTE') and the Office of
Utility consume counselor ('oUcc').

All prefi'ed testimony was admitred into the reco c without cbjection and the
parties conducted cross-examination. Mr. Hartman alee asked cezta n questions of
each of tl.e witnesses. Based upon the evidence presented at the hearing, and being
duly advised in the premises, the Commission naw finds as follows:

1. Juris " ction. In our March 26, 1997, Order, initiat'ng this investigation, we
found tnat the Commission had jurisdiction over the subject matte and parties to
this proceeding. Yo party challenged the Corrmiss or.'s determiration af
jurisdiction. Moreover, in the FCC's payphone Ozde , it is to ae ncted that the
FCC direcrs each state ro review whether it has adequately arovided for public
interest payphones in a manner consistent with the Payphone Order and complete
such review withi.. two years from the issuance date of the Payohone Order (i.e.,
on or be o e September 20, 1999). (Payphone Order, 9 285) In particular, the
Payphone Order directs that each state should evaluate whether it needs to take
any measures to ensure that payphones serv'g public interests will continue to
exist in light of tne elimination of subsidies and other campetitive provisions
established pursuant to Section 276 of TA96, and rha. any existing pragrams are
administered and unded consister:t with the equizements of the Payphone Order.
(Payohore Order, 9 285)

No ice of the hearing in this Cause has been du y Fw ali: ed as reauized by law.
Accordingly, we eaff'm our pzeviaus detezmination that. we i'.ave jurisdiction over
the subjec- mat e and the aazties to this proceea ng ia add es inc the subject of
oublic inta est payphones.

2. Matters ta be Addressed in this Order. Pursuart o Section 276 of TA '96 'he
FCC's Paychone Orde , and 47 CFR 64.1330 ;which is = ated 'n Finciing Paragraph No.
7 below), each state is required to do the ollowing: (1) by September 20 '998,

Copr.  West 2003 No Claim (o Orig. U.S. Govt. Works
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determ ne whet' tho e 's - -o "'r -. =,;., s'--= -- -- .- t-e x s- tce
publ = interest cayohones; Il if the e such a r. ed, ='e=.,. ne ';.=. 9 p b
'ntezest payphone picgram can be stop rtec 'fa r'y and ecu tah yr'nd (3& mcdify
or eliminate regulations applicable := pal-bones and caiphcne se vice providers
('PSPs'( that are irconsistenr wit?. the =" 's Payphone Orrier and TA '96.

w3 In adcition to addressincr the abcie rs seers, we believe 't is necessa y to
adopt a definition for the term 'publ = interest payohone.'

. Adoption of Definition =or 'ublic nterest Payphor es . 'n ordez to satisfy
the FCC tha Indiana has examined public interest. payphones as required, it 's
first necessary to define the pnrase 'pub' interest payphone,'o reassure the
I'CC that we are addressing the type of payphone service they in end us to address.
Follow'ng several technical. conferences, the presid'ng o ficers proffezed for
comment. a proposed definition of 'publ c interest paypnone'n the Nay 19, 1998
Docket Entry. That pzoposed definition, a copy of whic?. is attached to this order
as Attachment A, included seven Guidelines to be followed when interpretir.g the
definition

At the July 7, 1998 evidentiary hear ng, .-.= party oh ected tc or oroposed ar.y
modifications o the proposed definition of 'public interest payphone.'ith
regard to the Guidelines, the e was o..e suggestion. Sprint suggested that an
eighth guideline be included ri:at wov. "'tater
There is no other payphone locatec at t?.e same address or wit?Sn 1, Oat yards
unless the governnental agency demonstrates through a fincir.gs-of-fact
pzocedure that such a geographic restriction is unreasonable.

After reviewing the comments of the parties, we adopt the definition of public
interest payphones set forth in Attac?iment A to this order. No party has o fared
any modifications to, or criticism of, this cefir.iticn. Fur=hermore, this
definition is virtually icer.tical to he FCC's adopted standazd, assurinc that
is in compliance with the FCC's Paypi.cne Order and TA '96. We a'so adopt tne seven
Guidel.'nes that accompany the definition. Aga'n, no pa" y offered any
modificatio.. tc, cr criticism of, tl:ese "-..'el ..es.

We reject Sprint's suggested e''gath guideline. While the proximity of other
payphones should certainly be a corsiderat'or. in deter..'ning the need for a public
interest payphone, we do not believe a ixed standarc( should be used; rather,
proximity should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

e. Weed fo" a Public Interest Payphone (PIP', Program 'r. Indiana. With one
exception, all of the parties oresenti..g testimony at the Ju y 7, 1999 hearing
agreed here was no need for a public 'ntezest payphone prograr', arg" ng that the
competitive marketolace is adequatel" taxing care of the need c" p '"'i c interest
payphones '-.. Indiana. The 0"c disagre ='. A though the cUcc tho ght it was too
soon to establish a funding mechanism for a public irrerest payphcr.e program, it
insistec rhere as a need for such a prcgra ., and sugges"ed n ceca'' a procecure
for determining t(ie extent c" that need. we emery.tire he cv the parties'estimony
on these matters.

A. Positions of the Parties

Copr.  West 2003 No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works
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Ameritech Indiana..h wit..e s '== rtezi-o-" -- a-a

zesponstble for ass sting the Amer te=h P vph n- =e vi-eses o..« " ' =- = .-.- .. " '- =';.... e '... = ..". imo ementing a'
state and fade a'z 'ecui" me..t zelatinc to pa; "= apnones ... thw
s ates. At„eritech ndiana submits =hat th s p"c" ed ng n t = h C. ng . nzt. at c by the Commission
has sufficzently addressed the zecuizer.".ents of ..=." anc ='. ~ ""'ed . .. ." .Agv anc the . 's Paypnone Order
and has fulfil ed the ommiss'on's responsibilit. of evaluating whether oz not the
provisioning of cubi c interest payphones in lnd'ana is nece -

. I h'ecessary. n t is rega d,
Ameritech Indiana's posttion is that theze is nc current demonstrated need for
public interest payphones in Indiana and that atiy svch needs are currently being
adequately met by tne cortrpetitive payphone marke-place.c . rawing on its experiences
in the marketplace, Ameritech Indiana notes that through the competitive bidding
process, a governmental entity may ensure that the payphone ccntracts it
negotiates with PSPs will meet all the pay telephone needs of the communities it
serves in the futute. Citing to proceedings in ether states, Ameritech Indiana
observes that other states have concluded that zc state program was necessary to
support public interest. payphones due to the cot;. etitive pay telephone market.
(FN21

+4 In the rebuttal phase of its testimony, Amer'ech Indiana responded to various
aspects of the testimony of the OUCC. Ameritech Indiana disag eed with the OUCC's
assessment of the need for public interest. payphcnes in ndiana. To Ameritech
Indiana's knowledge, the e have been no ir.stances where the State of Indiana or
any other state agency has been ref.sed a oublic interest payohone in those
locations identified by any such agency to Ameritech Ind'na. Ameritech Indiana
points out th« t the OUCC's witness, Mr. Rees, acknow'edges n . d f bl'ges nc nee or public
interest payphones has been ouan"ifiec for 1'nciiana and that th OUCC'e 's position 's
based on mere conjec"u e and t nempizical general'atio..s. Amezitech Indiana's
rebuttal testimony eemphasizes that, in those 'nstances where Amezitech Indiana
is the payphone provicer existing ccnzracts with - s ate agercy permit the
placement of addit.icnal pa zhones, inc uding pub " intezes zayuhones, on an
ongoing basis as result of any current needs assessment mace by a..y suet. state
agency. Mr. Miri testified that if any additions payohones were now ins alled as
public interest paypnones, outside an existing contract, funding for such
paypnones wculd tetr.ire suoport from ceneral tax revenues c" other sources, an
outcome that in Mz. M z''s view would not be in the public 'ntezest.

Upon cross-examination by the OUCC, Mr. Miri confirmed that none of Ameritech
Indiana clients'ayphone needs have remained . ue- or hat any t d
1

a any requeste payphone
ocations have been rejected. Moreover, there r.ave been no instances where the

state or a governmental agency has been required to pay a porticn of the exoense
of provisioning, maintaining o" operatino a payphcne under contract with
Amezitech. (Tr., pp. PIP 27-29) Ameritech Indiana states hat the OUCC has not.
demonstratec that. the ccttnet'tive payphone mazket"lace is inca bl f's incapa e o meeting
public interest payphcne needs of Indiana and the OUCC's recotzmendation for a
public interest program should be rejected. In reply o furtl:e cross- exam'nation
by the OUCC, Mz. Mizi testified that a 12 to la monzh pe iod shoulti be sufficient
to gauge how well the competitive payphone marketplace was cacable of meeting
public intezest payphcnes reeds. Mz. Mizi suggested that the Corrmission has used
the complaint process to measure if any problems exist with recazd to various
utility activities a..c that such a ozocess could be reliec upcn to monitor
payphone p ovisicning astir-ity. (T ., PIP-29)

Copr. C West 2003 No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works

httpt 'print.tvestlatv.comtdelivety.html7dest=atpttcdataid=A005:800000019:20003987676... 21'"AAI



AC
C
EPTED

FO
R
PR

O
C
ESSIN

G
-2019

O
ctober22

11:53
AM

-SC
PSC

-2003-77-C
-Page

31
of75

Page 6 of 23

PVR Slip Copy
(Cite as: i 998 WL 999982 (lnd. V.R.C.))

Page 5

GTE. GTE bel e.: s tha. the st = s are riven -.'.-.o. .=:.=.-. '"; .. :.: cf
deregulated paypnone marketplace to unction := a oeriod cf =';.. ze cre
det rmzning ts success = fa're to decuateiy pro rrde payphone needs and hefts
ir:.plemer. rng and fundinc any PIP program when necessary. GTE thus bel eve th's s
the best way for tl'.e Comm ssicn ro ful 'l the .equi ements =" T»96 and re event
FC" orders.

GTE notes that the pract'ce cf PSPs ccntracting with local a..d tate govern.,ental
entities to provide payphone services cn their premises creates an opportunity fo"
such entities ro include unprofirable (i.e. public rnterest', payphones w'»
their jurisdictions unde" the same contract umbrella. Furthe=...ore, such age..cies
could also directly cortract with PSPS fOr placing subsidized puh''c interest
payphone locations in their jurisdictions oz local civic org r;'rations could tune
such needs.

+5 sprint. Mz. Bzuce M. Greene, Manager-state Regulatory Ea = with sprint/United
Management Company, testified on behalf of Sprint. Sprint be'evee that the best
activities for the Commission at the oresen- time with regarc to ublic inte est
payphones is to take no action. As with the Aneritech Indiana and GTE witnesses,
Mz. Greene testified that the comper.ir.ive ma ketplace alread, nas and will take
ca e of the need for public interest payphones in Indiana as - result of rhe
deregulation of the payphone irdusrry.

Mr. Greene testified that 'f the Com'ssion chooses to ake actrcn, the
def'nition and guidelines developed ny the "or,miss'on should be incorporated
170 IAC 7-1.1-11 bv alter ng such rule. Sorint s ggests that the proce s
Co~dssion has followed in th' oroceecing i adequare to fu fill the zeaui amer.ts
of TA96 and the FCC. Sprint submits that the Corztission was d rected to rev'
whether 's has adeouately provided for uublic interest payphcnes and that he
recorc is clear hat the Comm'sion has made a thorough rev: ew anc no uzth =
act'on is requzred or necessary.

n the rebuttal phase of its testimony, Sprint disagrees with the OUCC's
recorrmencatior. fo" a public interest pav--hone prcgrau, suggesting that the
atterrori..g ro re-regulate a sr..all po r.io.. o the paypno..e ind stzy anc enc. "wer 't
with additional, restrictive regu ation. M . scene testifiec tha- the Ccez.salon
sho ld give the comoet 'ive marketplace an opoortunity to meer. the publ' 'tezest
payphone needs of Indiana comrzunities without what it characterizes as the costly,
burdensome and inappropriate encumbrances inherent with the re-regulation 'lied
in the overall position of the OUCC. Sprint submits such a position will not serve
the needs of the citizens of Indiana. in Sprint's view, the OUCC puts forth
arguments fo" stricter regulation of a small segment of an industry, if ind eo
the e was only one provide" within that industry. However, Sprint points out
rebuttal that monopoly pzovisioning of payphones is a thing cf the past and that
the oayphone industry is a competitive inriust y.

OUCC. The OUCC recommended th t the co.—.mission :ssue a gene" = order in this
cause estaolish ng ar. initial Public interest "- yphone program fo" "he Sta-e
Indiana. Tne OUCC took the position that generic order would provide the
flexibilitv required fo" the Commission to develcp anc implement *.—. ef ect've
program tailored to meet the soecific needs of indiana resider.ts. he oUCC
recommended that the Conmission fizst adopt a ne in tior. of '? wit= Interest
Payohones'or the State of Ir.diana, then gathe" dare to analyze the public ace'opr.C West 2003 No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works
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foz PT'Ds bo do iw' w ~
' ' 's' " ' '

mechanis...s he Oftee succestec that the Cc;.mls -..-.'=- = "'=-- =-'-" .'='.-.-'ude
gcidelin s '-= measuz ng punl = neec foz .= =, process. nc zeq.. s s for PIPs,
selecting the b s potential s'es cz IP, detemarn "..= which pa'phcne provider
should p ace each PIP, prcviding for uture .".arntenance o PIP, and establishing
review procedures fcz futuze PIP remove's,

4 6 The OUCC noted that, " date, the Commissior. t:as no"- "equized Indiana payphone
providers to maintain records or submit reports to the Cozzrission concerning the
number and geographic location cf pavphone requests det.ied each year; nor has the
Commission eve established or publicized czocedures for government agencies and
other interested persons to submrt recuest for p blic 'nterest payphones to the
Commission or to notify the Commission of rejected requests fo" public payphones.
Since the OUCC was no aware of any studies or surveys measuring the need for PIPs
in Indiana, the OUCC recommended that the Commission establis:". recordkeeping and
annual reporting retr irements for the payphone industry as the most cost-effective
and efficient way tc measure the unme- neec for pcblic payphones and/or PIPs in
Indiana.

OUCC Principal Engineer Harold L. Rees testified that, based cn his preliminary
discussions with representat'es of several state government agencies and
considezing the low basic telephone service penetratioz. razes discussed below,
there is an unmet need for public payphones, and a possible need for Public
Interest Payphones, 'n certain areas th oughout tne State of Indiat.a. Mr. Rees
also observed that Maes in othe= states have removec themse'e from the payphone
business anc l:at Inc ana ILECs have, in re ent years, zeoozted clans ro remove
unprofitable payphones, demonstrating the potential fo" future '..creases in the
need for Puolic Interest Payphones if and . Hen the competitive payphone market
fails to meet p blic ..eed or payphones. Mr. Rees also recommended an annual
reportir.g zecuirement to track future change in the need for 9 o ic Interest
Paypnones in Inciana.

Conceptua'ly, he OUCC identified two areas wneze it expects to find a higher
demand for Public Interest Payphones: (I) less a f uent ze idential neighborhoods
with low basic telephone service cene ratior. levels, and (I) remote or isolated
azeas where immediate telepl.one access to emergency services cculd be required,
such as 'n remote porcions of public parks and campgrounds.

Mr. Rees presented historic data on relephore penetration "ates in Indiana. He
explained that the re ationship the OUCC expects to fine between low telephone
penetrat on rates anc actual need for PZPs coulc be affected 'cy o her factors,
such as the o esent availaoility c public oayphones, the area'verage income
and employmenr levels, or religious convict'ons of area residents tnat preclude
use of modern telecomr'un''cation devices.

Rees norse hat Inciana's penetration level for basic elephone service has
been close tc the United stares average for seve=-1 years. Recent figures show a
94.36 zesidentza'elephone oenetraticn rate for ndian , ccmpszed to a national
avezage of 94.0% as of Mar=h, 1997. However, basec oz. 1990 Cen s cata, 13 of
Indiana's 93 countres t:ave es'den ial telephone penetration rates of 90(( or less.
Therefore, he OUCC believes tha these 13 countz s coulc pze ect a greater demand
fo" PZPs than ot!'.ez coun ies in ndia;.a w '.. hicher hcusehc'd teleohone
penetrat cn ates.
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e7 Mr. Reea " 'ed =.. " the no : rezent pena =="'On ratea " "" ted '-" "." ana
1ttes are Masse on '0 ormatzon f on. t..e 1990 e.. us..-.: that tzme, c7 .".:'a..

cztzes anc towns had reszdentia telephone penetration rates of 909 or le s.
Accordinoly, the OUCC believes that those 67 c ties and town wzll demonstrate
greatez demand for PIPs than cities with highe" residential telephone penetration
rates.

Mr. Rees sugces"ed that since the OUCC expects to see a bicker than average
demand for PIPs in areas where povezty rates are relatively hzgh, tl.at case
workezs and other field epresenta ives for the Deoartment o Family and Social
Services (formerly known as tne 'Welfare Depa "ment') and other oublic and private
agencies that administer low zncome assistance pzograms as the local leva and
interface daily with Indiana's most impoverished residents, could help the
Commission and/or the PIP Committee identify areas that are most in need of PIPs.

Mr. Rees also contacted several state agencies with a state-vide field presence
to identify areas with an existing needs for Public Interest Payphones. He learned
that changes in low-income assistance programs and periodic economic downturns can
zesult in increased utilization of existing payphones and a ..eed for improved
payohone access in areas with low income levels and low penetration rates fo
basic telephone service.

Mr. Rees testified that the indiana Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has
payphones in close to 100 public facilities across the state, including state
pazks, fish and wildlife areas, state forests, reservoirs, and l.istoric sites, to
ensure 24-hou telephone access to emergency health and public safety services.
Mr. Rees noted that, for the most part, the competitive payphone industry has
satisfied DNR's demand for accessible public payphones. However, in recent years
some payphone providers have removed or threatened to remove less profitable
public payphones at locations such as the Potawatomi Inn (Tippecanoe River State
Park), several remote locations at Spring Mill State Park, t)'e Hunt'ngton
Reservoir, Charlestown Sta e Park, RaCcoon Lake (Mansfield Launching Ramp),
Shakamak State ?ark, and the Fort Harrison Golf Course. These locations cculd a so
rec)uire plac™ent of Public Interest Payphones to meet the public's emergency
health and safety needs.

Mr. Ress also reported tnat the nciana State Police identif'ed at least a dc en
potential PIP sites without conducting any formal research studies. The s'tes
included weigh stations along Indiana's inter . te highway system, which are used
by truck drivers and otner vehicles that pull c f of highways during emergencies.
The State Police and the Indiana Deuartment of Transportation (INDOT) indicated
that public payphones are needed at ).ose sites. However, according to the State
Police, some Indiana payphone prov'ers are in the process of remov'ng payphones
from weigh s"ation facilities, creating a potentia neec for PIPs at those
locations.

+a M . Ress rest free that oersons he contacced a" the state emergency Manageme..t,
Agency (SEMA) sucgested that ?IPs be considerec f" Natio..a'uard armories, whzch
are designated as public emergency she ter points in case of public disasters such
as storms an"'loods.

Mr. Rees also zeoorted that employees o the Indiana Department o wo k ores
Developmen (DWD) suggested that PIPs could help alleviate the public
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comnu Iica i ..: Di'. " &czi „-; 'oc;ent -- „--. =" '- the

.he OUC" rec zmenced that ='.".=- ==llowing steps be taken to measure tne need for
piPs in indi na. =. zst, t"-r. Sees recozmended a review of = cently abandoned
payphones sites to derezmine 'y oayphones were zemewrec from t..ose locarions
(e.g., vandal'sm, low profitabili y, decreasing cemand, or charg'ng public needs)
Such a review coulc he' identi y sites where pub'c 'tere = payphor as are
presently neeced.

Second, the OUCC recommended that areas with lov residential te'ephone
penetration rates be icentifiec and that current penetration rates foz those a eas
be compared to the total number of payohones in the vicinity to icentify areas
where payphones l.ave, in essence, become an extet.sion cz ur.iversal service,
substituting for '"..-home loca'elephone sezvice.

Third, the OUCC recommendec a review of future payphone applications that are
=ejected by ndiana payohone providers. One purocse of the review should be to
identify areas where PIPs might be needed foz access tc emezgercy services.
Redundant'xcessive or frivolcus reouests would a:so be screened out during the
review process. If payphones have been removed fo" reasons related tc crime, that
information should be reported to local law enforcemen" officials.

Fourth, the OUCC recommended that a PIP application process be established to
identify and measure the need foz Pubic Interest Payphcr.es ir. Inciana on a
going-forwazc basis. The OUC approved the content o" tt.e Ccmmiss on's proposed
PIP application fomn, but zecotrmended adding a nues"ion to cete ..dne whether the
proposed PIP site is located ir. an area with low residential telephone penetration
"ates. The OUCC also no ed that, if the application prccess is to provide ar.
effective measure of public t.eed or PIPs in ndiana, the apol catior. process must
be adequately publicized thzcuchc' he state.

Therefore, the OUCC recommended that the Commission require the
telecormaur.ications industry to fund state-wide ed cational and promotional
programs to ncrease public awareness of the Public Interest Payphone application
p ocess. Specifically, the OUCC recommended tha" written notices concerning the
PIP application p ocess be pzovidec each year to vaziou state, ederal and local
government agencies. The OUCC a so offered to concuct PiP oubli c ir formational
campaigns, assuming necessary funding is provided.

In its testimony, the OCCC agreec that Indiana's oayohone industry should be
encouraged a..u, where pose ble, cont actu iy required to provide oayphone
coverage at t..azginal locat.'ons. = sucn vo untary 'ndustry e fetes anc contractual
commitments satisfy t!.e public's need for PIPs, rheze would be no reason for the
Commission to establ sh exolicit PIP funding mechanisms. The OUCC zecommendetl that
promotional mailings be sen- to the gove nment agencies and other persons or
brsinesses that contract v'th payphor.e pzovidezs for the p'anemone of p. blic
pavphones ir. Inciana, encouraging chere zo contract ally regni e the placement o
payphone at proposed PIP sites before granting f" uze service contracts for
profitable payphone sites. Payphc..es placed as a zesu't cf such negotiations would
not be class'ed as pips at.d would not be subject to = p cuicielines or future
funding zeouizements. Rowever, tne OUCC recommenced that tne Co..m'ssiot. consider
t acking suet. placemen s since they wii reduce he need or PIPs in those areas.
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process .-.= PI? atpiicat ..-, occ s -".—.' ed . .'.-.=- -"'n she .' 'c'de -'.-. 'm t
c a IP ccmmzttee, an appro=riate ann =-'aes'n" schedule, and the desired
meetir g orris. .h OUCC commendec =hat =" P commrttee mes"ership znc uae
representatives c. the i'..=, the DUOC, inc"Cent 'E s, nd'ara payphone providers,
and othe interested state c" loca' ; est ment agencies, s ch as Fa. 'ly s Social
Services :.SS), the Indiana State Police (ISP), the Indiana Department of
Norkforce Development (DNDI, the indiana Departme..t of Nat .ral Resources (DNR),
the Indiars Department of Transports-'n (iNDOT) and the State Emergency
Management Associa ion (SERA) . The OC recommended that payphone prov dere be
required to repcrt denials of rea. eats for pub rc payahones to the Commissian's
Telecommunicatiors Division ard tbe OU C on a cua" erly basis using a pre-approved
standard PiP denial report. form and ha , staztit.g in August of 1999, PIP den'al
reports ' reviewed semi-annually at informs public meeti..as conducted by the
IURC's Te ecommurications Division. Direct notice of such meetings should be
provided via face sile, rail o" a .thor'zed electronic posting (such as the ERMIS
Bulletin Board) to ali cou..sel of recard in Carse No. 40789 and provided v a
facsimile oz mail to all registered inciana payohone service providers, all
members c the PIP Committee, anc all government agencies, o fices or individ als
whose requests fo" PIPs were aen ed d rica the prier 6-month per'od.

Sixth, tc ensure competitive neutraiity, the OUCC also recommended that the
Commissicn rec"ire ii indiana oaypnone providers ro register with the Commission
to ensure that ail such providers recei' notice of uture ommission r les and
ardezs ccncern'nc payphones and P Ps. uch industry-wide reaistra ion would permit.
the Corrmi sion tc 'dent'fy potential PIP providers and possible sources of future
PIP fundir g. The OUCC recommended that the Comm'salon also require payphone
provider =o f'le itsts inaicating whe e each cc...aany's existing payphores a e
located =hrougho' the State o I..diana, ogethe with tne phone number assigned
to eac). Pa)phone. The 1'sts oulc be uod ted a....ualiy and would he a funded
con icent.ai treatment due tc the pzopr'ary nat re o the information. Su-h
information wou "'erruit the Commissio.-. o dere ..ine the proxittity of existing,
competitive y p aced payphcnes tc pzoacsed piP site

ever. h, the 0': te t'fied that the r"'mary puracse of Pua ic nterest Payphanes
could be thwarted zf PIP providers zaz e price fa" local cails. For t)'.is reason,
rhe OUCC recommet.ded that the Commission either es ablish a price ceiling of 35
cents aer cali far PIPs or establish a rule tha" local call prices for PIPs be no
higher than the average local cal'z'e charged by Indiana's largest payphone
p ovider. By definition, P Ps would not be z zovided at competitive payphone sites
in Indiara. There ore, setting a p ice c o foz PIPs would not violate FCC local
call prie na gro"ta rules for ayphones placed th o gh a campetitive mazket
process. ,=N3)

+ID vighth, the DU reCOamende 'a PIPS nCt be remOVed " 'Out priOr app"OVal
from the "R , ts Te'ecommrnicaticns D' on a..d/cr the pip committee. prp
nrovide should be reaui ed ro suomi= written recuests to the IURC Telecom
Division — .-."'erve copies or. the O'CC and the government aaen"y that sponsored th
original = = est for a PI?. The OU " rommentied tha the notice include rhe
reasan(s) for th proposed zemava . If the PIP Co.uaittee or he Commission
approves =he rem v; , but determines that a pub'c need still exis s for «" Pi? at
a given lccatior., t).e OUCC recommenaed .".at the IURC Telecom Division arrange for
an ai amaze provider o its"ail a rep acemer.t PIP at the time of the scheduled
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removal

Rinth, the UC also no
problems wzth vandalism frcm
similar difficulties. Due to
that the Commission also cata
associated cost recovery fcz
should address rhe number o
replace or repair a PZP at a
of vandalism.

sin-e payphone prov dere .—. c sera experience
me to time, PIP provider aze 1 xel) to e..counter

the potential foz vandali m, the O"CC zecoasaent)ed
olish guidelines fc" remc'l, zep acement, repair and
2 Ps tnat are damace 'y 'dals. T).e guidelines
times that PZP fundzng should be t...ade available to
'ocation that has been the subject. of multiple acts

The OUCC noted that, in cases involving recurring acts of vancalism, the PIP
Committee and/or the Commission night be requirec to decide whether the existing
public need for a pip just'f'es continued pip support at th —. 'cc tic.. or
continued incurral of replacement and repair costs. If repeat v ndalism is a
problem in areas with low residential telephone penetzation rates, nea by
relocation options should be consitiered. The OUCC ecommended hat such decisions
be handled, at least initial', o.. a case-by-case basis, un il the PZP Committee
and/or the Commission gain a be ter undezstandir c of l.e need f= PZ2s and he
actual costs caused by acts of va..dalism.

Tenth, the OUCC recommended that, as experience is gained, the Cozzaission should
consider future changes to Indiar. 's PIP program using supplement ceneric
orders. Recognizing the neeci foz lexible, evolving review prate , the CUCC

recommended that the Commiss'cn concuct annual reviews cf the PZP prcgzat:. 'uring
the first three (3) years after 'ts 'ntrocuctzcn. Tne C

'
=- s" " cc.-.mended that

if, at any time, the IURC Telecot.. Division, the CIC , over.=..e..t 'n 'ties or
agencies sponsoring reques s fo" PiPs, ten (IG) ? 2 enc users, ten ( ) payphore
service uroviders, oz other int = sted parties o record in cau e sc. 40755 file
equests fo" further eview, the URC shovld reooen ts gerer c :- 2 proceed'g to

detezmine what, ' any, chat.ges should be made to exist.'..g policies, procedures,
and other aspects of indiana's PZP program.

The OUCC reconraended that the Commission address only the neec oz PZPs -= the
present time and delay considerat'n of exp'icit RZP f caine alterratives unt''
the need fo" such funding 's =or. rmed. At sucn = me, the Co. mi ion hould be
able take a more principled acprc ch to selectit:g apprccziate 232 f acing
mechanisms, since its decision wo'd be based on actua'emand a..d usage data
gathered over time.

~ 11 The OUCC noted that, i exu''cit PZP vnding is ultimately ze " red, the
Ccmmission will need to dere=. Ine the appropriate 'evel of nci..=, esca'ish
safeguards to preven- unfair gaming of the system, and = onote competitive
neurrality. Although the OUC iden i ied possible uture fundin" alternatives
(e.g., the intrastate universal service fund, ann' a sessments =ainst payphone
providers or other targetec axin cptions). Howeve , the OUCC zeco=.. need chat an
analysis of funding alternatives oe postponed until the actus'eed "" PIPs has
been measured and assessed so that approoriate fund'ng 'terna .ves = n oe
selected with regard to the nature of the public need that is heine met. T).e Ot:CC

gave the followir.g example. f the assessment of -ublic need shows -'.. = most 2 2s
are needed fc" andom, emergency purposes only, = nding thro.gh general tax
revenues m'ht be most aporopziate . How ver, if the pub ' need assessmert shows
that PIPs are generally used a s bstitute phone sezv'c by per cns without

Copr. C West 2003 No Claitn to Or) . U.S. Govt. Works

hnp:."print.tvestlatv.cot)I'deliver).html'?dest=atpf(:dataid=a,'!()SS8(/r)p()nr)lo. nnnzojvr,-& -
l onn;



AC
C
EPTED

FO
R
PR

O
C
ESSIN

G
-2019

O
ctober22

11:53
AM

-SC
PSC

-2003-77-C
-Page

37
of75

Page 12 of 23

PUR Slip Copy
(Cite as: 1998 WL 999982 (2nd. U.R.C.))

Page I I

in-home local telephone s ri ice, .". versai =-=: ==.: .-.='-..", .—..''.".: ze tne mo
aopropriate fundina alternative.

Absent. essential information an he rat. ze and extent cf the need foz PIPs in
Indiana, the OUCC recommended that (he most aop" --." ate r nding optron:s) not be
selected until the level ant( ripe o need 's establ's(..ed thzo gh the review
Dr'ocess p esented above. Therefore, app .cartons fcr PIPs and the additional data
discussed above should be processed without any pzeaetetmd..ation o fu..ding leve's
or sources.

a. Discussion and Findings. In its Payphcne Grde , the FCC directs each state ro
evaluate whether measures need to be taken to er.sure that payphones serving
important public interests will continue to exist in light of the elimination o»
subsidies and other competitive provisions estab"'shed pursuant to Section 276 o»
the TA-96, and that any existing programs are a"m'nistereci and funded consistent
with the zequirements of the Payphone Orcer.

The Commission's Rules already require telephcne utilities to provide payphones
where necessary to serve the needs of the public. That Rule, found in the
Commission's Service Standards at 170 ZAC 7-i.l- I:b) !2) provides:

(2) Except as provic)ed in paragraph (1) above, a utziity may not be zeauized
to provide coin public telephone seriice at 'ocat'cns where revenues derived
therefrom are insufficient ro support the zequi ed investment unless
reasonable public reauirements relating to hea th, safety or welfare wiil be
sezved. Outaoor public coin telephones should be 'ghrec during the ho .zs of
darkness if power is available and shoula be lccatec( in a place which offers
maximum protection rom var.dalism.

As we will discuss later be ow, the FCC's Payunon Order reauires cs to abrogate
this Rule. Accorcingly, we must detezuire, as provided 'n Section 276 c TA '96,
whether me above payphone orogzam shouid contin e to xist, and if so, what
measures should be taken to preserve it.. The industry's posi ion is that no
program is needed; the marketplace wili satisfy auh ic interest needs. The OUCC
counrers =hat a program is necessary, arguing that cw te'ephone penet ation zates

severe'reas of Indiana strong'y 'd'cate the need for public interest
payphones, and several governments'gencies have ind cated directly to the OUCC
that public interest payphones are needec.

»12 We do nat want to base ouz decision on either the industry's vague assurances
or the OUCC's specclations about unsatis ied demand. Instead, we focus on those
oayphones, currently in service, that meet the new de initio.. of Public Interest
Payahone. We ).card evidence that Sp inr. azesent'y has 13 payphone locar.'ons (out
of 1,750) that qualify as pzps. GTE indicatea th = ewe" than 21 of its 6700
paystatio..s, which fo" convenie..ce we quantify a ' paypho..es, wo..ld aualify as
? Ps. Thu , at present, there aze rouch', 43 payphones '.-. Znciana that qualify as
?IPs, no including any pIps thar are nctuded in A rite"h indiana's contracts
witn government ager c's. W).ile no ei dence was pre entec by the industry that
would indicate whet)'.ez cz not. those 143 ayphcnes " ze pu '.". service pursuant ro
the requirements of '0 IAC 7- l.l-ll ', );2), it ' easonable to assume that,
absent some fora. of reg lation, there is no wav to ensure tha- hose 143 payphones
will continue to be kept in service. The inaustzy ray premise to 'et the
marketplace ('.andle it,'ut absen specie c premises abou specific iocations,
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there 's a pose bil t, that ang c -h-s o-
we bel eve the publtc's health, safety', and we .-"- c" 1 'arewc" c e serveo by
impiemen ing a new PIP prcgratt to rep'ce the prcgrart. established by 170 AC
7-1.1-11 L) '2 Acco dingly, we find t?at, pursuant to section 276 of TA '96 and
the FCC'S payphOne Order, a new, ZIp prOgram ShOulo be implemented tO ena re that
payphones meeting the definitzon of a PIP will continue to exist, and to ensure
that as r.ew 21'P locations are identified, they, too will be served.

To accomplish the above goals, we find that the following procedures should be
followed:

Any person (including both individuals and organizations) may req est the
placement of a PIP at a given location, and should make such a recuest by filing a
PIP Application rorm with the Commission's Consumez Affairs Division. Upon
reviewing the Application, the Consumer Affairs Division should determine whether
the proposed location satisfies the definition of a Public Interes Payphone, as
adopted herezn. If there 's insufficient information ro make that. determination,
th D'e ivision may use whatever means it deems necessary to ath h '

g er t. e in ozmation
e proposednecessary to make its de ermination. Zf the Division determines that th

location satisfies the definitiot. of a PIP, the Division should contact the
Payphone Service Providezs (which includes both LECs and Independent Payohone
Providezs) serving the area in whicl. the proposed locatior. Ls s'ted nd reqvest.
that one of them provice se vice within 90 days, ut.less good ca.se is given for a
longer period of time. (Zf no PSP is willing to provide service, we will take
steps to formally fund the PIP program as des"r'be" in 'ndi . P = = h . 5in z '.. Ir g . aragraph No. 5
below.) If instead the Division cetermines that the proposed locat on does not
satisfy the definition of a PIP, the Div'ion should so notify the Aoplicant and
it.form the Applicant that it has t).e r'ght to file a docketed case with the
Commissior. seeking a review of the Division's determination.

ela The parties were asked ro comment on a pzoposed pZp application orm that. was
developed using input from technical conferences. N pa t h do r y .a any objections to
the proposed form. The OUCC, however, did request that an additioral question be
added incuiring about the telephone penetration rate fo" the area in which the
prooosed payphone would be located. We agree that such question shculd be includeo
on the PIP Application Form. Attached to this Orde" as Attachment B is a copy of
the PIP Application Form we find should be used by the Consumer Affairs Division
in processing PIP requests. The adopted Form is essentially the satre as the
proposed form that was reviewed by the pa ties. It should be noted that the PIP
Application Form includes a numbe of subjective cuestions. Fo" examp'e, one
question asks why a payphone wi 1 support the publ'c health, safety, oz welfare.
Anothez asks if the proposed payphone will be 'n proximity to other existing
payphones. With regard to these and other matters, the Cor.sume Affairs Division
shou'd use its best judgmen- in making zts de erminations.

While the above procedures address the znitiation of service for new PZP
locations, 2 procedure is also needed to orevent the d'scone'ntation of serv'ce to

PIo 'oexisting PI ocatior.s. Because we do no know whether a given paypnone locatior.
uat i v awou' qua i y as a PZ2 location, we find ha- every PS2 sho ' inform the

Commission's Co , f»nstmer Af ai s Division 30 days before it ciscontinves service -oo
any payphone loca ton. The PSP should also inform the Divi ion wheth

1bel 'eves the ocatior. would q a'fy as a PIP. I 5 upon further ir vestigaticn the
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zn setv f"r 4-
:te locat'on shoult b kept

serve tne 'o- = tn, hzchever comes so ..ez.

5. Furdzng fo
soon tc establ

a Pvs p og "ar': 4 ocecu
recommendations a e summarized

In ge..eral the p rties a'I agreed that it 's too
foz funding a PIP pzogr=. —... Thei" soeczfic
below:

A. Positions of the Parties.

Ameritech. Mr. Miri testified that if any additional oayphones were now installed
as publ' interest payphones, outside an existing contract with Ameri tech Indiana,
fur.ding for such payphones would require support. from ceneral tax revenues or
ot!.er sources, an outcome that in Mr. Mi"i's view wou " not be in the public
interest.

GTE. GTE believes tc be complete any such program mu = be funded. Such funning in
GTE 's v'w shou "'e epazate and apart =rom a ur.ivezs service unc established
to support high cost and low -..come residentzal and business custome s. GTE

recommends a separate fund be established anc funded =:-.=augh a oublic interest
payphor.e sure!.ange assessed caen a'' ra e payess in In"" ana, not sclely from PSPs.

Sprint. Sprirt =" sagrees with the QUCC's recommendat "--.. for a public interest
orogram, sugges 'nc chat the GUCC 's attempt ng o re-regulate a small pcr ion of
the payphone incustry and enc vbez it witn acditional, restrictive regulation. M

Greene testified that the Corr„. ssion should give tne competitive marketplace a..
oppoztuz.'y to meet the public interest payphone n eds of Indiana communities
without what. it .Haracterizes as the costly, burdensome and inappropriate
encumbra..ces inherent with ti. ze-regulation imol'ed in the overall posit.o.. of
the OUCC. Sp int submits such a oosition will not serve the needs c the citizens
of Indiana.

e14 OU . The CUCC recommended postpor.'ng an ana'sis " funding alteznat'ves
(e.g., intra tate unive sal se vice func, anru 'ssessments against payphone
providers or otne" targeted taxzng options) until the actual need foz PIPs has
been measured and assessed, so that aporooriate funding alternatives can be
selected w'th regard to the nature of the public need that is being met. The OUCC
further recommends that the Coma'salon should requize the telecommunications
industry to fund state-wide educational and oromotional programs to increase
public awareness of the nub ic interest payphone application process. The GUCC

expres ed a willingness to pla.. and implement the info~tional campaign once
funded. 1(. response to questions fror:. Mr. Hanuman, Mr. :;ees acknowlecged hat he
had not estima ed what the total cos" or exec .se would o for such an Ennea ional
and Promotional Program. (I , PIP-63! Tha GU C a so eccsmends a eclat atzon
require...e lt or a PSps in nciana anc annus reps ting ecuirements o" a'I psps
tc che Commission '-..= "" ng in crmation as to telephone nmabers "=, and
geographi= locat cns of, all 3rd ana payphones.

B. Discussion and Fzz dings. "..=. 'S6 mancates that any method for T.nding PIPs be
'fair and ea. table.'t this t'me, we have not ye" cond .cted a..y he rings to
determine a 'fa'" anti equitable'etnod for funding PIPs, nor have any of the
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=az ies hereir. suoc sted th we -- :- --o CUC

ctzmerdaticn tr;at = '"'c be best tc = zst gauc -."..=- need

W note wzth interest that ncne of the parties cuzzen y se=:inc PIP locatzons
have advocated devising a r.".ethod fc" haring the cuzrer.t cost " tl.ose locaticns.
We take this as an 'ndicat'on of tne. r willingness to contin e shouldering these
tests, perhaos out c a sense o civic duty, or perhap due : a concern -.Ra the
cc of regulation would outweigh the cost of continuir.g to serve rhose PIPs.
would be our preference that those oa ties, and othe= PSPs, cc..ti..ue f ndzng PIPs
volunr.arily.

Because we have not yet devised a 'fair and equirable'eth="'oz funding Pips,
we will not order any PSP at this t'me to serve a proposed oz existinc PIP
ccation. However, we stress that if no PSP agrees to serve a giver. PIP, we wil

'.—.. ediately convene hearings to irrpcse wl'atever funding mechanisms are approp iate
an"'onsistent with TA '96.

if the PSPs decide that as ar. industry they would like to devise their own merhod
of allocating PIP costs, we would be willing to facilitate ar . discuss'ons ard
mee ings that might be necessary.

C. Public'zing the PIP p ogzam. The OUC" recommends rl'e deve opmen of a
comprehensive program of notificatic.. inc uding state agencie wi=h a broad fie'd
presence throughout the state, such as the Indiana Department of Family and Social
Services, the Indiana Department of Ratuzal Resources, the Ir.diana Deoartment "
.zar.sports ion, the indiana Department of Workfo ce Development, the State
B:.ezgency ttanagement Agency, and he indiana State Police, w th local riistzibu 'on
of PIP application forms being coos=" natec through the agencies'ead&D aztezs
indianapolis. The OUCC suggests that acditional direct mailincs m'ght be given to
'ocal government agencies and officials at the county, township, ard c'ty levels.
csee, Rees, Ex. 1, pp. 16-16.) The CUCC also asked tl.e Commissior. to force the
payphone industry to fund the publ'ci y campaign.

els A pub'ic 'nterest payphone pzog am similar to tl.e one being implemented today
has been in e ect si..ce 1979. However, because it was raver activ ly publ'cized,
it is diffzcult ro draw any conclusions about the demar c, for tne program. Recent
regulatory and technological changes, however, mighr. lead one to expect rhe demand
or PIPs to decrease. For example, ""'th the deregulation of the payphone indus y,

is reasonable to expect an increase in the total zu7zbez of payphones available
tc the public. In addition, t ne i..stir -'on of the Lifeline and inlz Up programs
pursuant to ouz November 5, 1997 Crees in this Cause wo"ld seem '' keiy to increase
the penetratior. of zesidential telephones, and thereby decrease the neeo foz
parphones, in lower income a eas. Wi=:". regard to techno ogy, the acver.t of
'eless anc cellular telephone systems, 'cluding pre-paid ce'ulu" phone cards,

=.'ght 'ead most observers o expect the p blic's need oz payphore ti..cluci..g
P Psl to actually decrease instead c. increase.

Rotwithstandir.g our ciscussion above, we fully support ar y ef orts the OUCC zdght
make to publicize the PIP pzogzamr the greater the pub'ic awazenes of the
program, the better he pu''c interest wi 1 be served. Howev ", we wi 'ct
corn el ft nd'ng fc a PiP p'lici , = — ran ur.less it i done '".. a 'ir and
equitable'acr.ez, anc a hea ir.g o '"'ave to be conve..ed tc fete . Ine how this
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would bo done. Th = fore, f " "."..o t're heinz, "= rr:rra =- cecal al:ernat ve
of publrczzing the program. Firer., the OUC has recentl) cr.eluded cazpaic..
p 'bl czzing tne ''e nd nk Up pzocrams race= —.. d earlier. Ur.doubte- y, rrar)
of the soczal orcanzzat ons that were contacted wo '-' so be interesrec .0 the
PZP program, We suggest that the OUCC reestablish rhcse contacts and inform them
of the PIP prograrr.. The OUCC could also in cern the varzous state agencies
headquartered zn Znd anapolis. Second, we direct ou. P b' Zrformation Off'cer to
post a description of the PIP prograrr, =". rhe Commission's website, along with a
copy of the P P Application Form. Tnird and last, we f.nd that eve y LEC and PSP
should, upon denying a request for a payphone, fill out a 'Report of Denial of
Request for Payphcne, 'the form originally proposed by the OUCC has beer.
modified slightly) which has been attached to this Orde" as Attachment C, and
forward that report to the Commission's Consumer Affaizs Division. The Division is
then instructed to contac" the payphone applicar.t, and if the location may qualify
as a PIP, forward a PZP Application Form to the annlicanr..

If and wher. hearings are convened to determine a air and equitable method of
funding PIPs, we direct ti.e presidinc cfficers rc also incuire into the cost and
propriety of diffe ent means of publicizinc the ZP program.

7. Modification/Abrogation of Existing Payphcne Rec 'ations oz Standing Orders of
the Commission Related to the Provisioning c Palrphone Se"vice. As part o the
FCC's Payphone Order, the FCC promulgated rules amercing Title 47 of Part 64 of
the Code of Federal Regulations that adced Section 64.1330 that zeads as follows:

*16 64.1330 State Review of Payphone Entry and Exit Regu ations and Publ'c
Interest Payphones.

(a) Fach state must review and remove any of irs reg lations applicable to
payphones ar.d payphone service providers ti.at im ose market ertry or exit
requirements.
(b) Each sta e must ensure that access rc dialtone, emergency calls, a..d
telecommunications relay service calls or the hear'ng disabled is available
from all paypnones at nc charge to the caller.
(c) Each state must review its rules and policies to de ezmine whethe it '.".as

provided for public interest payphone consistent with applicable
Cormaission-guidelines, evaluate whethez it needs to take measures to ensure
that such payphones will continue to exist ir light o the Commission's
implementation of Section 276 of the Communicatio..s Act, and administer anc
fund such programs so that sue): payphones are suppoztec fairly and ecuitably.
This review must be completed by September 20, 1998.

Keeping in mind these FCC di ecrives, we address the o owing mattersr

1. Rule 170 ZAC 7-1.1- 1(L)

Rule 170 IAC 7- . 1-11(L) recuires each telephone utilirv to supply at least one
coin-operated publ'c telephone in each exchange that util'ty serves. The ru'e
specifically states:
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!L) Publ c Telephone Service, ,(! = =:-. "- .:, *:-. '', where F act =-'='-, s pr.'
ar. ea : ne (1& co-n publrc telephone in e =".. exrha..ce that will b avarl=-'-'e to
rhe cubi = on a twenty-four (24) hour basis. Th's =o'n public telephone shall be
located r. a promtnent. locat on in the exchange anc shall be lighted a- night.

(2) Bxcept as provided in paragraph (1) above, 4 utility may not be reaui ed to
provide corn public telephone service at location where revenues derived
therefrom are insufficient to support the requirec investment unless reasonable
public requirements relaring to health, safety or welfaze wi 1 be served. Outdoor
public coin telephones should be lighted during the hours of darkness if power is
available and should be located in a place which o fera maximum prorectio.. from
vandalism.

GTE, Sprint and Ameritech Indiana all agreed that 170 IAC 7-1. -11(") is a
barrier to exit which the FCC's regulations require to be removed. (See 47 C.F.R. 6

64.1330(a) above.) The OUCC did not disagree. Mr. Mizi from Ameritech Indiana
further argued that 170 IAC 7-1.1- 11(L)(2) is not competitively neutral, as it
applies only to local exchange ca tiers and not independent payphone service
providers.

Afte reviewing TA '96, the
agree that 170 IAC 7-1.1- 11
enforceable. We instruct our
this regulation deleted from

FCC's Payphone Order, and the pa ties testitrony, we
(L) is an exit barrier, and as such is no longer
General Counse'o take tne necessazy steps to have
our Service Standards.

2. standing commission copT ozders. The cormi ssi cn in irs order issued '.". cause
No. 38158, on November 25, 1987, permitting COPT providers to enter the public pay
phone market in Indiana, ser. forth mir:imum criteria each COPT station was equired
to employ. Those criteria were:

1. Be registezed with the Federa'ommunications Commission;
2. Comply with applicable fede a', state, anc local laws and regulations
concerning the use of pay stations by disabled persons)
3. Provide Dial tone fizstt

Possess the abili y co access tne 'O'oeraror and 911 service (where
available without the use of a coin o" credit card

Be able to provide credit cacti, collect, ar.d third-party billed long
distance calls without the use of a coinr
6. Provide accessibility to all inter-exchange carriers where ecual access
is provided;
7. May not limit the duratior. of a local ca'';
8. Provide one local telephone direc ozy an..uallyr
9. Present an informal message, wnich may be audio or visual, in, on, oz
adjacent to the COPT which explains its general ooeration.

,'Order, Cause No. 38158, 11/25/87, p. 13)

el7 The Cotmnission's Order as to Criterior: No. 9 urtner zeouired the CopT
payphone to c'early display procedures to be follcwed when recuesting refunds or
repoztir g repair problems as we 1 as the COPT prov der's name, addzess a..d pz'cing
ar.d instructions fo" receiving a refur.d anc/or reporting service problems. (Ordez,
Id., pp. 13-14)
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iteria Ncs., 3 & 4 earl" sat': he r "=;...".= cf ':R 4. 3..
regard o he remain nc criteria, no testimony wa pr sent c that wo 'd
there elim.cat&on. oecause these arne cr ter a apply to a'' payphone prcv

lieve they are ccmoetit rely neut" ', do ro v.clare TA '66 o ne above
Regulations, and should therefo e ccntinue n e ect.

cess
C

x'.
Not'ce to Fcc. we instruc" the secretary of the commiss o.. to inform the Fc"

that this Commission has fu filled the rec'rements set for"h in 47 CFF 64.133C. A

copy of this Order shculd be included.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED BY THE INDIANA UTIL TY REGULATORY Cot&MISSION, that:

1. The Secretary ot'he Commission shall send a letter informing the FCC that this
Commission has addressed public inte est cayphones, as required by 47 CFR 64. 33C,
along with a copy of this Order.

2. The Secretary of tne Commission shall send a copy of this Order to all Zncia..a
LECs (both ILECs and ALECs), to the Indiana Payphone Associat'on, and to every
Individual Payphone Provide", to the extent their identity is known.

3. All Indiana LECs, IPPs and PSPs shall cor:.oly with tne Fincings contained herein
regarding the discontinuance of payphones, as well as the re usal of new proposed
locations, as set forth in Finding Paragraph No.4 herein.

4. The Public Information Office" of this Commission shall reps e a descriptict
of t!.is program for inc'ion on he Ccnmdssion's «ebsite at www.state. in.as/''he

Consumer Affairs Division o this Commission shall fo low the procecures
ou ''ned he ein for receiving and orocessing PIP Applicat'or. Forms.

6. This Order shall be effective on and after the date of its approval.

Attachment A

Definitior. of' Public nterest Paypl one

public Interest Payphones are essent'al y payphones p'aced at locations where
payphone is required in the interest of public health, safety, and welfare, whet
there would otherwise not be a payphone. Public Znterest Payphones may on y be
provided at the recuest or sponso ship of goverrutent entities or agencies.

Fundamenra uidelines of a Public Interest Payphone

Copr.  West 2003 No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works
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Page 19 of 23

PUR Slip Copy
(Cite as: l99S WL 999982 (lad. V.R.C.))

Page I8

1. A Dub ':)t r st pa)'...:- a', ."."..=:."."-" 8 n ra ncaa ..-.: ak
even', .e. t does not yieic, u5 5 ciept re:en e to = ==;.." -i.e co t c 's
p acement, ongc ng maintenarce , o erat cn and zeasonabie contribution and
herefcre in a compet'ti)e inarket lace wcu d no" normaliy be placed. It is

important to note ti'.at unless here is a reasonable re urn allowed, there
w'il be nc incentive to bid on these phones.
2. There are no other coin operated (pay per use) oublic oi'.ones located
ar. the same location, reasonably accessible to the general public.
3. The Public Interest Payphone is no- part o a contrac" which provides
direct monetary benefit to the location provider (i.e. the paying o
commissions) from calls generated over that phone.
4 . Public Interest Payphones are not coinless payphones.
5. If the payphone is located indoors, the iocation provider on whose
property the payphone is located agrees to the placement o a prom'nent sign
(outs'de and inside ti.e facility), consistent with public ordinances, which
directs the general publ'c to the payphone location.
6. The general public should have unrestricted access to the Public Interest
Payphone. Unrestricted access meara that the payphone should be physically
and geographically accessible to the ger.eral public during the operating
hours of the facility. Thus, if the payphone 's located inside a building,
for example, the general public would be able to enter the building rom the
street to use the payphone.
7. If a Public Interest Payohone 's proposed for property owned by a person
or entity that has existing contracts fo" tne p'acement of payphones at other
locations, a demonst ation shouid be made as to what efforts were made to
cont"actually require olacement of a pa zhone a" the proposed Publ c interest
Payphone location.

Attachment 8

APPLICATION FOR PUBLIC INTEREST PAYPHONE

+18 Please complete ti.e attacheo appl cat.o.. form fo- a punlic ii.terest payphone.
If you have ouestions regarding completioi. of the app'ication form, please call
the Consumer Affairs Division (1-800-851-4268). Incomplete application forms will
be not be processed. Please mail the apt&licat ..-. form to: Indiana Utility
Regulatory Commission Consumer Affairs Divisicn 302 W. Washington St. Suite E306
Indianapolis, IN 46204

After the application form is received, sornecne may cont ct you with further
questions. If the application orm is denied, you may write a letter to the IURC
anc reouest a hearing. If the aopiication for a puolic intezest paypnone is
approved, the IURC vi'' attemp to cortac- a company to urovide that payphone. If
no company s willing the p oiide rhe puolic inrerest oayphone, we w'" 1 contact
you. Iocation Owner's Name/Title: Bus'..ess oz Urger ization You
Represent: Phone Number: Adczess c Recuestec Payohone Service:

Bus ness Organizatior. Nar..e". Conta"t Person at Business o Ozganization:

Name:
Phone:

Copr.  West 2003 No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works
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Page 20 of 23

PUR Slip Copy
(Cite ast 1998 WL 9999&2 (Ind. U.R.C.))

Page l 9

Address:

Tyne of Sus.ress: Open ng ate f ='ot ==o.-.': Plea e descrzbe why a
oayphone 's recuested in terms c pub} = hea ='.-., fet}, or . e'are

Please icentif} the governme..t agency whr 's pon " r.g the location.

Is a low penetration rate fo" basic telephcn service for ..ouseholds in the
immediate area a factor in the nomination of =.'"'oca"ion for a public nterest
payphone?

Please circle: Yes No

If there is a payphone currently in operatic.. a the proposed location, is it a
coin-operated payphone?

Please circle: Yes No

If you aze proposing a new location, will the pavphone be a coin-operated
payphone'?

Please circle: Yes No

Will the payphone be part of a contzact wnich provides direct monetary benefit to
the location provider (i.e. the paying cf cc...dss'ons) from calls genezated over
that phone?

Please circle: Yes No If a payphone is propcsed for property owned by a person or
entity hat nas existing contracts fo" the o cemenr. of payphones at other
locations, please explain what effor s were m de tc contractually recuire
placement of a payohone at he proposed locetior: be ore the aoplication was
submitted.

If there are othe" payohones on the p opert}, is comper.sation paid to rhe owner
o occupant cf tne property for -nese othe pa}choses? Please c'le: Yes No Don'
Know

What a e the hours the recues ed public interest payphone will be made available
to tl.e public?

From a.m. Ip.m. To a.n. Ip.m.

Please circle the days the public 'nteres paypl.c..e w, 1 be ava'ble.
MTWTNFSS

Wi I the paypho..e be ..dcors oz outdoors?

Please ='cle".Indoors Outdoors I indoors, 'oes the p operty owne agree to the
placement of a telephone company sign, outsica the property, d'zecting the general
public tc the 'cation of the payphone? Please c'ele Yes No No, Why not?

W'll the payonone be located at a sit where those residing in that.
location cannot 'dividually subsc 'be o he' cwn telephone se vice? Please

Copr. C West 2003 No Claim to Ori . U.S. Govt. Works
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PUR Slip Copy
(Cite as: 1998 WL 999982 find. U.R.C.))

Page 20

Circle: ". s Nc 'f ves, "'s 2 xo 2'. tetr ''.". retard' .e ess .. 1 ne
service,s ..ot ava lanle == those testa.r? t the ar a.

al9 Will the payphone be 'ocated i.. an area where no ether payphone is readi',,
effectively, o" reasonably accessible to the general public?

Please Circle: Yes No

What is the approximate distance of the ..earest payphone, the location, and
provider'?

To your knowledge, has there been a oaypho..e at the propose='ite before? Please
circle: Yes No

If Yes, who was the provider?

If Yes, when was the payphone zemoved?

I declaze under penalty of perjury that the foregoing information is true and
correct.

Signature Print Name Title

Date Numbe" where you ca.. be reached o: ring ousiness 1.cess

Attachment C

Reoort of Denial of Request or Payphone

Name/ ddress of Payp1.one Provider Denying Request:

2. Payphone Provider Contac Person:

3. Contac- Phone Number:

4. Name/Address o Request'ng Parte:

s. Name/Address o Business oz organrzaticn c Request ng party:

Copr. tw West 2003 No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works
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Page 22 of 23

PUR Slip Copy
(Cite as: 1998 WL 999982 (Ind. U.R.C.))

Page 21

6. Phone Number of Recuestirc

Address for Which Payphone Was Be es ed ,include ounty/Tcwnsi.ip)

8. Date Payphone Request Received:

9. Date Evaluation Completed:

1C. Reason for Dents of Request:

11. If the payphone provider has a contract(s) to provide payphone service on any
oovernment-owned p operty in the city, county, or township listed in response to
questions 4 and 3 above, please answer the following:

A. Name/Address of contracting governmental en ity and/or owner of public
pr'ope ty:

B. Contact Person:

C. Contact Phcne Number:

D. Date curren contract was executed:

E. Date curzent contract expires:

FOO NOTES

1 In proceedings constzuir.g Section 276 of rhe ederal Telecommunications Act of
1996 ('TA96') "elating to the provision of payphone service, the FCC issued
several orders addressing, ir. pa t, public intezes- payphones: In the Matte" of
Ircoleme..ration of Pay Telephone Reclassification and Compensation P ovisions of
the elecommunicatzor.'s Ac" of '96, Report anc Order, CC Docket No. 96-128, FCC
96-388 (released September 20, 1996) ('Payphone Order') and Order on
Reconsideration, CC ocke" No. 96-128, FCC 96-439 (released November 8, 1996)

Copr. C West 2003 No C)aim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works
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PUR Slip Copy
(Cite as: 199S WL 999982 (Ind. U.R.C.))

Page 22

('Recon icer = -.-. Order

FN2 Ameritech indiana ci es to the pub'ic utilitv corsmrssions for the states of
iowa, Nissouri, North Carolina, Oklahoma. Oregon and Texas that have decided that
there 's no need to estab'ish a public interest. payphone program. Upon
cross-exarsination, Mr. Niri also indicated that the state of Illinois has reached
a similar ccnclusion. tTr., PIP-22)

FN3 The Report gand Order in CC Docke No. 96-129 Released September 20, 1996.

END OF DOCUNENT
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ACTION PAGE THREE
WEEK OF JANUARY 27, 2003

DOCKET NO. 2002-333-C — Farmers Tel hone Coo erative Inc — Request for Approval of Revisions
to its General Subscriber Service Tariff to Increase Directory Assistance Charges. Advise the
Commission of receipt of a Motion for Joinder of Party filed by Elliott Elam on behalf of the Consumer
Advocate. Advise the Commission of receipt of a Return to Motion for Joinder of a Party filed by
William E. DuRant, Jr., Esquire, on behalf of Farmers Telephone Cooperative, Inc. and FTC
Communications, Inc. Discuss matters with the Commission.

=10. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R uest ofPa hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to crate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
Jason Nikkel/Elizabeth Nikkel, Bowersville, GA.

11. DOCKET NO. 2002-309-C — Petition for Rule to Show Cause R uest a ainst T-ZAK Wireless Inc.
d/b/a Talk Now USA — Discuss with the Commission rescheduling this matter for hearing.

12. DOCKET NO.2002-332-E — Mount Vernon Mills Inc. Com lainant vs. Duke Power Res ondent.
Discuss with the Commission receipt of Mount Vernon Mills'equest to withdraw its pending
complaint. In addition, a Stipulation ofDismissal has been filed by Thomas C. Salane, Esquire, on
behalf of Mount Vernon Mills, Inc.

13. DOCKET NO. 1999-30-E — SC Electric & Gas Com an - Request for approval of Extension of Large
Power Service Real Time Pricing (Experimental). Discuss with the Commission SCE&G's request to
extend the current Large Power Real Time Pricing Tariff (Experimental} for two additional years until
January 31, 2005 and also continue its experimental status.
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ACTION PAGE TWO
WEEK OF FEBRUARY 17, 2003

4. TARIFF NO. 2003-33 - Touch I Communications Inc in its SC P.S.C. TariffNo. 1, is requesting
approval of Z-Line Long Distance as a new service offering. RETURN DATE HAS EXPIRED.

5. TARIFF NO. 2003-53 — Norwa Tel hone Com an Inc. in its General Exchange Tariff, is making
revisions in response to a recent compliance audit. RETURN DATE NOT APPLICABLE.

DOCKET NO. 2000-464-C - Approval of an agreement between Verizon South Inc. and ITC*DeltaCom
Communications Inc. of adoption of an existing arbitrated Interconnection Agreement between AT&T
Communications of the Southern States, Inc. ("AT&T") and Verizon South Inc., as filed under under
Section 252(i) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. ITC"DeltaCom was certified to offer local
statewide local telecommunications services under Docket No. 1996-314-C.

7. DOCKET NO. 2000-430-C - Approval of an agreement between Verizon South Inc. and DukeNet
Communications LLC of adoption of an existing arbitrated Interconnection Agreement between AT&T
Communications of the Southern States, Inc. ("AT&T") and Verizon South Inc., as filed under under
Section 252(i) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. DukeNet was certified to offer local statewide
local telecommunications services under Docket No. 1998-376-C.

8. DOCKET NO. 2003-45-C - Approval ofa Master Resale Agreement between Metro Teleconnect
Com anies Inc. and United Tel hone Com an of the Carolinas. Metro Teleconnect was certified to
offer local statewide local telecommunications services under Docket No. 2002-140-C.

9. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R uest of Pa hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to crate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
Vista Pizza, L.L.C., Columbia, SC.
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ACTION PAGE SIX
WEEKOF MARCH 3, 2003

22. DOCKET NO. 2002-318-C — All-Star A uisition Co ration — Application for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to provide Interexchange telecommunications services; and modified
alternative regulation. Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request filed by Bonnie D. Shealy,
Esquire, to withdraw the Application without prejudice.

23. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R uest of Pa hone Service Provider SP for Certification to o crate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No.
2000-474 granted to James Island Christian School, Charleston, SC.

24. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R uest of Pa hone Service Provider SP for Certification to 0 crate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
Bobby Caston, Simpsonville, SC. In addition, Mr. Caston has filed a request for waiver of guidelines to
allow blocking of in-coming calls.

25. DOCKET NO. 2002-302-C — Joint Application of Voicecom Telecommunications LLC. Voicecom
Telecommunications Inc. and Premiere Communications Inc. for approval of acquisition of assets
and for assignment of authorization. Discuss with the Conunission receipt of a request filed by
George Rebensdorf on behalf of the Applicants for an extension of time to prefile testimony and
exhibits and to reschedule the hearing currently set for March 6, 2003.

26. DOCKET NO. 2003-36-E — Pro ess Ener Carolinas' Application for approval of Economic
Redevelopment Rider ERD-2 to be effective on and afier March 15, 2003. Discuss with the
Commission receipt of an Application filed by Len S. Anthony on behalf of the Applicant.
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ACTION PAGE THREE
WEEK OF APRIL 14, 2003

DOCKET NO. 2002-344-C — Primo C mmunications Inc. — Application for a Certificate of
Public Convenience and Necessity to provide Interexchange telecommunications services within
the State of SC; and for Alternative Regulation. Discuss with the Commission receipt ofa letter
filed by Benjamin D. Ardelean on behalfof the Applicant requesting an extension of time to
prefile testimony and exhibits from April 3, 2003, until April 8, 2003. In addition, testimony of
Benjamin D. Ardelean has been received.

9. DOCKDTNO.2002-272.C — 3~Up I I .— Apph ti* f C rtifi t ff hli C
and Necessity to Provide Interexchange Telecommunications Services and for Alternative Regulation.
Hearing held: 10:30 am., Wednesday, April 9, 2003. This matter is ready for final disposition.

0. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R uest ofPa hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to o rate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 86-
1167 granted to Simon Jinks, Yemassee, SC.

,„»~ DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R uest o P hone Service Pro 'der PSP for Certificatio t o rat intt ffiC — Di 'Ihth C
'

ipt f ~ fit ICfiifi t (Ofi )N.
2000-391 granted to Pizza ofLaurens, Greenwood, SC.

12. DOCKET NO. 2003-2-E — outh Carolina El tric & Ga Com an — Annual Review of Base Rates for
Fuel Costs. Discuss with the Commission Staff's request for a I -day extension for Staff and all other
parties to prefile testimony and exhibits &om April 9, 2003, to April 10, 2003. In addition, discuss a
request for a 1-day extension to file Rebuttal testimony fiom April 16, 2003, to April 17, 2003.
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ACTION PAGE FOUR
WEEK OF APRIL 21, 2003

14. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C-R uest of Pa hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to o crate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 98-
507 granted to Little River Swim & Fitness Club, Little River, SC.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Re uest ofPa hone Se i Provider PSP for Certification to o rate in
the State ofSC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 95-
1689 granted to David McLaurin, Charleston, SC.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Re uest ofPa hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to o crate in
)s the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 90-

1182 granted to Charles T. Van DeMark, Myrtle Beach, SC.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R u st ofPa hone Service Provider P P for Certification to o rate in
Dptpt(SC — Df 't)tt C

'
(Pt f q tt IC did t (0d )N.

2001-0016 granted to Quickmat Coin Laundry, Sumter, SC.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Re uest ofPa hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to o rate in
t)JSt *(S — D't)S*C '

tp f q * tC d(S *(0 d )N
1999-66 granted to Debra R. Harrison, Woodruff, SC.
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ACTION PAGE FIVE
WEEK OF APRIL 21, 2003

19. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — u st of Pa hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to o rate in
t~hSt i fS -Di 'thth C i ipt f q or ICMifi i iO d iN .

1988-1009 granted to L&M Self Service, Lake City, SC.

20., DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R uest ofPa hone Service Provider PSP for ertiTication to o rate i

the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 98-

886 granted to Pelican Communications, Inc., Ladson, SC.

21. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Re uest ofPa hone Service Provider SP for Certifi ti n to o rate in
the State ofSC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 90-
085 granted to Ansa Khan, Santee, SC.

.22. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R ue t of a hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to rate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 96-
445 granted to Thomas Arthur Farr, Atlantic, VA.

23. DOCKET NO. 2003-109-E — Duke Power — Petition for approval of the transfer ofproperty in
Greenville, SC. Discuss this matter with the Commission.
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ACTION PAGE FIVE
WEEK OF APRIL 28, 2003

16. DOCKET NO. 2003-19-C — Unified e sa in Services Inc. d/bla Sin le Source Inc. — Application
for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to provide resold and facilities-based Local
Exchange telecommunications services and long distance telecommunications services within the State
of SC; and for Flexible Regulation and Alternative Regulation. Discuss with the Commission receipt of
a letter filed by Bonnie D. Shealy, Esquire, on behalfof the Applicant, requesting to withdraw its
application without prejudice.

17. DOCKET NO. 2003.18-C — A~td 1 .— Apptt tt f C 018 t f 0 08 C
'

Necessity to Provide Interexchange and Local Exchange Telecommunications Services and for Flexible
Regulation of its Local Exchange Service. Hearing held: 11:30 a~, Thursday, April 24, 2003. This
matter is ready for final disposition.

"'I
. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R uest of Pa hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to o rate in

- the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 89-
752 granted to Willard Rhymer, Bucksport, SC. (District I)

19 DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Re uest of Pa h ne Service Provider PS for Certification to o te in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt ofa request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 92-
37 granted to Helms Vista Motel, Myrtle Beach, SC. (District I)

0. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R uest ofPa hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to o rate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 94-
732 granted to Sun Coast Communications, Inc., Myrtle Beach, SC. (District I)
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ACTION PAGE SIX
WEEK OF APRIL 28, 2003

21. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Re uest of Pa hone Service Provi er PSP for Certificati n to o e te in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 88-
558 granted to Cola Bryant d/b/a Mr. Telephone, Orangeburg, SC. (District 6)

22. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R uest of a hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to o rate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 98-
744 granted to East Coast Payphones, Charlotte, NC. (District At-Large)

23. DOCKET NO. 2002-57-EC — Mr. nd Mrs. James Tarma Com lainan vs. Duke Power BellSouth
and the Pu lic Service Co 'ssion Staff Res ondents. Hearing held: April 10, 2003. This matter is
ready for final disposition.

24. DOCKET NO. 2003-2-E — SCE&G — Annual Review ofBase Rates for Fuel Costs. Hearing held:
April 23, 2003. This matter is ready for final disposition.

25. DOCKET NO. 2003-36-S — Scenic Lake Par WWTP — Application for authority to increase its rates
and charges for sewer services in Sumter County. Discuss with the Commission receipt ofa request
filed by Eddie Richardson, Owner of Scenic Lake Park WWTP, for an eight-day extension (from April
16, 2003 to April 24, 2003) to prefile testimony and exhibits. In addition, testimony of Eddie
Richardson has been received.
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ACTION PAGE TWO
WEEK OF MAY 5, 2003

DOCKET NO. 2003-147-C - Approval of a Resale Agreement between ALLTEL South arolina Inc
~dFlti[ .thth b gtitd dfiiwlp tt r fth Tl ' At f
1996. This filing includes rates, terms and conditions concerning the resale of ALLTEL's services so as
to enable Flatel to provide local telecommunications services. Flatel, Inc. was certified to offer local
statewide local telecommunications services under Docket No. 1999-515-C,

4. DOCKET NO. 2002-392-C — Global Communications Consultin Co . — Application for a Certificate
ofPublic Convenience and Necessity to Operate as a Reseller of Interexchange Telecommunications
Services and for Modified Alternative Regulation. Hearing held: 11:30 a.m., Wednesday, April 30,
2003. This matter is ready for final disposition.

5. DOCKET NO. 2002-344-C — Primo Communicatio c. — Application for a Certificate ofPublic
Convenience and Necessity to Provide Interexchange Telecommunications Services and for Alternative
Regulation. Hearing held: 10:30 a.m., Thursday, May I, 2003. This matter is ready for final disposition.

6. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R uest ofPa hone Service Pr vider PSP for Certification to o rate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 93-
446 granted to Joseph T. Hardee, Gilbert, SC. (District 2).

7; DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Re uest ofPa h ne Service Provider SP for Ce 'fi ation to o crate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt ofa request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 88-
459 granted to Jimmy's Tackle Shop, St. Stephen, SC. (District 6)
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ACTION PAGE THREE
WEEK OF MAY 5, 2003

8. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Re uest ofPa hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to o crate in
~St t fSC — Dt 'tata C

'
tpt f 9 tt tC atfi t (0 9 iN .95.

1687 granted to Thomas Self, Trenton, SC. (District 3)

DOCKET NO. 1999-036-C - romi -Net International Ltd. - Application for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to provide intrastate resold telecommunications services and for Alternative
Regulation. Discuss with the Commission receipt of a letter filed by Andrew O. Isar on behalf of the
Company requesting to cancel their Certificate. As ofDecember 31, 2002, all SC customers were
migrated to their alternative carrier ofchoice.

10. DOCKET NO. 2000-168-C — Structus TeleS stems Inc. — Application for a Certificate ofPublic
Convenience and Necessity to provide Local Exchange and Interexchange telecommunications services
in the State of SC and for Flexible and Alternative Regulation. Discuss with the Commission receipt of
a letter filed by Al Miller, ChiefOperating Office of the Company requesting to cancel their Certificate.
There are no SC customers to be affected.

11. DOCKET NO. 2003-140-E — Carol a Power Li t Co n d/b/a Pro ss Ene Carolinas c-
Application for authority to issue and sell additional securities (Long-Term Debt). Discuss with the
Commission receipt ofan Application filed by Len S. Anthony on behalfof the Applicant.

12. DOCKET NO. 89-230-E/G - Investi ation f Pro Transfers I'rom SCE&G to SCANA — Advise
Commission ofreceipt of SCE&G's notification that it plans to transfer real estate located in Jasper
County, SC, to the Beaufort-Jasper Water and Sewer Authority. Discuss with the Commission a request
filed by SCE&G to waive the requirement pursuant to Commission Order No. 92-931 of the 30-day
public notice of the availability of the property for public sale.
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ACTION PAGE THREE
WEEK OF MAY 12, 2003

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R uest of Pa hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to o crate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No.
2001-445 granted to Dean W. Wood, Mt. Pleasant, SC. (District I)

10. DOCKET NO. 2003-3-E — Duke Power — Annual Review ofBase Rates for Fuel Costs. Discuss with
the Commission receipt ofa request filed by the Commission Staff for a one-day extension of time, until
May 8, 2003, to prefile testimony and exhibits.

11. DOCKET NO. 2002-342-W — Ral h's MHP- Water S stem — Application requesting approval to
abandon water system in Eastover, SC. Hearing was held on April 8, 2003. This matter is ready for
disposition.

12. DOCKET NO. 2003-41-S — Moore Sewer Inc. — Application for adjustment ofrates and charges for
provision of sewer collection. Request by Company to reschedule hearing scheduled for May 29, 2003.
Request by Staff to modify prefiling dates for testimony and exhibits. Discuss with the Commission.
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ACTION PAGE THREE
WEEK OF MAY 26, 2003

8. DOCKET NO. 2003-113-C — VarTec Telecom Inc. — Application for approval of Flexible Regulation
of their Local Exchange services tariff filings. Return Date has expired with no intervention. Discuss
this matter with the Commission.

9. DOCKET NO. 2002-124-C — ACN ommu cation Services Inc. — Application for approval of
Alternative Regulation of its Interexchange business type services. Return Date has expired with no
intervention. Discuss this matter with the Commission.

10. DOCKET NO. 2003-52-C — ele lobe USA Inc. and Tele lobe US L C — Application for approval
of assignment of assets and issuance/transfer ofCertificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and
related transactions and for Alternate Regulation. Discuss with the Commission receipt ofa Motion
for Expedited Reviewfiled by Faye A. Flowers, Esquire, on behalfofthe Applicants. In addition, we
have received Verified Testimony ofCharles Tievshy, Assistant General Counsel ofTeleglobe USA
Inc. and Teleglobe USA LLC.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R uest ofPa hone Service Provider PSP for Certificati n t 0 crate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Conunission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
COBO Phone Enterprises, Greenville, SC. (District 4)

12. DOCKETNO.2003 3E — ~D& — A IR I fB R f 3 IC I. AR I

Commission of receipt of a Stipulation entered into between Duke Power and the Consumer Advocate.
Hearing held: May 21, 2003. This matter is ready for final disposition.
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ACTION PAGE EIGHT
WEEK OF JUNE 16, 2003

29. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Re uest of Pa hone Service Provider PSP for C rti ication to 0 crate in

~th gt t fg — Dl thth C '* pt fth 8 tt* 1 8Appll tl* f C 010
Cen-Tex Pay Telephone Co., San Antonio, Texas (District At-Large).

90... POCKET NO. 85-150-C — R u st of P hone Service Provider PSP for Certi cation to o crate i

Q the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 97-
442 granted to National Telephone Company, Atlanta, Georgia (District At-Large)

31. DOCKET NO. 2003-103-C — Lockhart Tele hone Com an — Application for approval of extraordinary
retirement ofDigital Central Office Switching Equipment. Discuss this matter with the Commission.

32. DOCKET NO. 2002&16-C — Generic Proceedin to review r uirements for Com titive Local
Exchan e Camera rovidin re id local exchan e. Discuss with the Commission receipt of a Motion
for Order Allowing Filing of Reply Testimony by Intervenor, National ALEC Association/Prepaid
Communications Association. In addition, Aspire Telecom, Inc., the SC Telephone Coalition, and
BellSouth have also filed similar requests.

33. DOCKETED.2003-384E-D~hE C .— Apph ll f th 'l* 0 A& 1 13,
Chapter 27 ofTitle 58 of the Code of Laws of SC, 1976, to issue an sell securities. Discuss with the
Commission receipt of an Application filed by Robert T. Lucas, III, Esquire, and William F. Austin,
Esquire, on behalfof the Applicant.
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ACTION PAGE SIX
WEEK OF JUNE 30, 2003

23. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Re uest of Pa hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to 0 rate in
Ifggt t fSC — Dt 'thth C I* IPt*fth f II* I SAPPII tt f C htfi tt
Rain Tree Motel Corp., Myrtle Beach, SC (District I).

24. DOCKET NO. 98-150% — Choctaw Communications Inc.dlb/a Smoke Si al Communications-
Application for a Certificate ofPublic Convenience and Necessity to provide both Local Exchange and
Long Distance Telecommunications Services within the State of SC. Discuss with the Commission
receipt of a request filed by E. B. "Tommy" Thomas, President to cancel their Certificate. Company has
no customers in SC; therefore, no revenue for the year ending 2002.

25. DOCKET NO. 2003-157-C — Geor e Ha e Com lainan vs. MCI WorldCom Re ondent — Discuss
with the Commission receipt of a Notice and Motion to Make More Defiiute Statement or to Dismiss
filed by Darra W. Cothran, Esquire, on behalfofMCI.

26. DOCKET NO. 1999-177-C - Centu Tel Lon Distance Inc. - Application for a Certificate ofPublic
Convenience and Necessity to provide intrastate resold telecommunications services within the State of
SC. Discuss with the Commission a request filed by Thomas M. Forte, Consultant to the Company, to
cancel their Certificate and withdraw its tariff Company does not have any SC customers; and they
have ceased operations in the State.

27. DOCKET NO. 2003-128-E — Scut Carolina Electric & Gas Com an — Application for a Certificate of
Environmental Compatibility and Public Convenience and Necessity for the construction and operation
ofthe Yemassee TransmissionLine. Hearingheld: June26,2003. Thismatterisready for fina
disposition.
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Gary E. Welsh
Executive Director

Phone: (803) 896-5133
Fax.(803)896.5246

The Public Service Commission~ ~ ~

State ofSouth Carolina

COMMISSIONERS
Mignon L. Clyburn, Sixth District

Chair
Randy Mttchell, Thtrd Dtsmet

Vice Chairman
Wigiam Bill" Saunders, First Dismcs

James Blake Atkins, Ph.D., Second Diarist
Nick Theodore, Fourth Dinrict

FL Clay Canuth, Jr., Filth District
C. Robert Muscles, At-Large

Utilities Department
D. Wayne Burden, Manager

Phoner(803)896-5125
Fax:(803) 896.5199

Posted: 07/11/03 12:OOPM ao Session:

UTILITIES DEPARTMENT AGENDA

WEEK OF JULY 14, 2003

The Commission's regularly scheduled meeting will be held each Tuesday in the Commission's conference
room at 10:30 a.m. or as soon thereafter as any hearing which may be set on the morning thereof is concluded.
Information concerning the date, time and place of any special, rescheduled or called meeting will be posted on
the Commission's bulletin board at its offices, Synergy Business Park, 101 Executive Center Drive, Columbia,
South Carolina, as early as is practicable but not later than twenty-four hours before the meeting.

COMMISSION ACTION ON THE FOLLOWING ITEMS

1. TARIFF NO. 2003-245 - west mmunications Co ration in its South Carolina Tariff No. 1 is
introducing Qwest Unlimited Calling Plan as a new offering. RETURN DATE HAS EXPIRED

2. TARIFF NO. 2003-256 - AT&T of the Southern tat s LLC in its General Services Tariff is
grandfathering its AT&T 7cent Offer Plan and referencing the specific URL to the internet Pricing
Guide for AT&T Green VII Plan. RETURN DATE HAS EXPIRED

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Re uest of a hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to 0 rate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
Sandra Y. McCollum, Greenwood, SC. (District 3).

pO Drawer 11649, Columbia, SC 29211, Synergy Business Park. 101 Executive Center Dr., Columbia, SC 29210, 803 896 5100, www psc stateae.ns
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ACTION PAGE TWO
WEEK OF AUGUST 4, 2003

DOCKET NO. 2003-224-C — XO Lon istance Services Inc. — Application for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to expand its telecommunications authority to include Competitive Resold
and Facilities-Based Local Exchange Services within the State of SC and for Flexible Regulation of its
service offerings. Advise Commission of receipt of an Application filed by Faye A. Flowers, Esquire,
on behalfof the Applicant. Order needed establishing deadlines for prefiling testimony and exhibits.

DOCKET NO. 2003-226-C — Telecon Communications Co . — Application for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to provide Resold and Facilities-Based Local Exchange and Interexchange
Telecommunications Services within the State of SC, and for Flexible Regulation of its Local Exchange
Services, and for Modified Alternative Regulation of its Interexchange Services. Advise Commission of
receipt of an Application filed by John J. Pringle, Jr., Esquire, on behalfof the Applicant. Order needed
establishing deadlines for prefiling testimony and exhibits.

6. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Re uest ofPa hone Service Provid r PSP for Certification to 0 rate in
the State ofSC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
Combined Public Communications, Cincinnati, OH (District At-Large).

7. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Re uest ofPa hone Service Provider PSP for Certificati n t 0 ate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
Gary G. Strickland, Mullins, SC (District 6).

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R uest ofPa hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to o rate int~tt fdC — Dt 'thtt C
'

tft f ~ tt tCdtfi t (Dd )N.dd.
184 granted to Beverly's Homestyle Laundromat, N. Charleston, SC (District 1)
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ACTION PAGE TWO
WEEK OF AUGUST I I, 2003

DOCKET NO. 2003-242-C - Approval of a Resale and Interconnection Agreement that has been
negotiated between V rizon South and Connect Now! Telecommunicati ns. This filing this filing
contains rates, terms and conditions concerning the interconnection of the companies'acilities and
resale ofVerizon's services so as to enable Connect Now! to offer local telecommunications services.
Connect Nowl Telecommunications was certified to offer statewide local telecommunications services
under Docket No. 2003-95-C.

'~~ 'dP DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — est ofPa hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to 0 e te in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
Jim & Peggy's Social Club, Inc., Westminister, SC. (District //3)

6. DOCKET NO. 2002-192-E — South Carolin Electric & Gas Co om lainan vs. Palmetto
Electric Coo er tive Inc Res ndent. Discuss with the Commission receipt ofPalmetto Electric
Cooperative's Motion to Supplement Exhibits.

7. DOCKET NO. 2003-220-E — Carolina P wer & Li t C m an d/b/ Pr ss Ener Carolinas Inc.—
Application for approval ofOptional Meter-Related Programs. Discuss with the Commission receipt of
an Application filed by Len S. Anthony on behalfof the Applicant.

8. DOCKET NO. 2003-7-W— Dow Water S stems In . — Application for approval ofmeter-based
distribution fees for Stephenson Lakes Water System. Hearing was held on August 6, 2003. This matter
is ready for disposition.
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ACTION PAGE TWO
WEEK OF SEPTEMBER 15, 2003

4. TARIFF NO. 2003-376 - Exce! elecommunications Inc. in its South Carolina P.S.C. TariffNo.2, is

making rate changes in accordance with Commission Order No. 84-622 in Docket No. 84-10-C. The
affected service is the Company's Employee Long Distance Service Program. RETURN DATE NOT
APPLICABLE.

5. DOCKET NO. 2000-489-C — T-NE IX Internet Services Inc. — Application for a Certificate ofPublic
Convenience and Necessity to operate as a reseller of Interexchange telecommunications services within
the State of SC. Discuss with the Commission receipt of a letter filed by Robin Norton, Consultant to T-
NETIX, requesting the immediate cancellation of its Certificate and withdrawal of its tariff

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R uest ofPa hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to 0 crate i

the State ofSC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
Laundry Mart ofGeorgetown LLC, 221 Old Augusta Drive, Pawleys Island, SC 29585 (District g I)

85-150-C — R uest ofPa hone Service rovider PSP for Certification to 0 crate in
— Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:

ASP Communications, P.O. Box 581, Commerce, GA 30529 (At-Large)

DOCKET NO. 2001-431-C — Power- inder West Communications LLC. — Application for a Certificate
ofPublic Convenience and Necessity to provide resold Interexchange telecommunications services
within the State of SC; and for Alternative Regulation. Discuss with the Commission receipt of a letter
filed by Wins&ed Brantl, Esquire, requesting to withdraw the pending application.



AC
C
EPTED

FO
R
PR

O
C
ESSIN

G
-2019

O
ctober22

11:53
AM

-SC
PSC

-2003-77-C
-Page

68
of75

ACTION PAGE THREE
WEEK OF SEPTEMBER 22, 2003

DOCKET NO. 2003-270-C — Palmetto Tele hone Communications LL . — Application for a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to provide Local Exchange and Exchange Access
Service to customers located in certain areas currently being served by Verizon South, Inc. and Request
for Flexible Regulation ofLocal Exchange Service Offerings. Advise Commission of receipt ofan
Application filed by Margaret M. Fox, Esquire, on behalfof the Applicant. Order needed establishing
deadlines for prefiling testimony and exhibits.

DOCKET NO. 2003-21-C — Better World T leco Inc. — Application for a Certificate ofPublic
Convenience and Necessity to operate as a reseller of intrastate Interexchange telecommunications
services within the State of SC. Discuss with the Commission receipt ofa letter filed by James F.
Kenefick, President ofBetter World Telecom, Inc. requesting a continuance of the hearing scheduled for
September 24, 2003. In addition, Company is requesting modification ofprefiling deadlines.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Re uest ofPa hone Service Provider PSP for Certification to 0 rate in
the State ofSC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
International Payphone Corporation, 726 E. Long Avenue, New Castle, PA 16101 (At-Large)

11. DOCKET NO. 2003-133-C — OneLink Commu 'cations Inc. — Application for a Certificate ofPublic
Convenience and Necessity to Resell Intrastate Telecommunications Services. HEARING HELD: 11:30
a.m., Thursday, September 4, 2003. Advise the Commission ofreceipt ofLate Filed Exhibit. This
matter is ready for final disposition.
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ACTION PAGE TWO
WEEK OF OCTOBER 6, 2003

3. DOCKET NO. 2003-282-C - Request for approval ofa Master Interconnection, Collocation and Resale
Agreement between United Tele hone Com of the arolinas and Tel West ommunications LLC.
This filing contains rates, terms and conditions concerning the interconnection of thecompanies'acilities

and resale (9.78% wholesale discount) ofUnited's services so as to enable Tel West to provide
local telecommunications services. Tel West Communications (f/k/a Hart Communications) was
certified to offer statewide local telecommunications services under Docket No. 1997-230-C.

DOCKET NO.2003-221-C — Rufus Watson Ba Meadows HomeownersAssociation Com lainan vs.
Ho Tele hone Coo erative Inc. es ondent. Discuss with the Commission receipt of Rufus S.
Watson's Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings. In addition, Horry Telephone Cooperative has filed a
response to the Motion.

c
DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Re uest ofPa hone Service Provider PSP for ertification to 0 ate in
~th t t f C — Di thth C

'
ipt fthm @II 'Appq ti f C rtifi ti

Hunter Communication, 125 Candy Cane Lane, Lexington, SC 29072 (District 2)

DOCKET NO. 2003-290-C — TSI Telecommunications Network Services Inc. — Application for a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to provide resold private line services in the State of
SC. Advise Commission of receipt ofan Application filed by David J. Robinson on behalfof the
Applicant. Order needed establishing deadlines for prefiling testimony and exhibits.

DOCKET NO. 2003-291-C — Sail Networks Inc. — Application for a Certificate ofPublic Convenience
and Necessity to provide Facilities-Based/UNE-P Local Exchange telecommunications services in the
State of SC; and for Flexible Regulation. Advise Commission of receipt ofan Application filed by Scott
Elliott, Esquire, on behalf of the Applicant. Order needed establishing deadlines for prefiling testimony
and exhibits.
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ACTION PAGE SIX
', WEEK OF NOVEMBER 24, 2003

20. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Re uest ofPa hone Service rovider PSP fo Certification to 0 rate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
Evercom Systems, Inc., 8201 Tristar Drive, Irving, Texas 75063 (District At-Large)

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R uest ofPa one Service Provider PSP for Certificatio to o te in
s~hsl t fs — tN 'thth c '

tnt f cn mt can tc rtts t fc n )N .96-
737 granted to Sloppee's, Inc., Taylors, SC (District 4)

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — R uest ofPa hone Service Provider PSP for Certifi tion to o rate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No.
1999-391 granted to Dino's Clock Family Restaurant, Greenville, SC (District 4)

23. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Re uest of P hone Serv'ce Provider PSP for Certification to o rate in
the State ofSC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 92-
483 granted to Great Games, Inc., Chapin, SC (District 2)

24. DOCKET NO. 2000-287-C — GulfCoast Communications Inc. — Application for a Certificate of
Public Convenience and Necessity to provide Local telecommunications services statewide.
Discuss with the Commission receipt ofa request filed by Christopher P. Bovert on behalfof the
Company to cancel their Certificate. No business was ever conducted in SC; therefore, no SC
customers will be affected.
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STATE cDF ALABAMA
ALABAMA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISB(ON

P.O. SOX 304260
MONTGOMERY, ALABAMA 36 I 30-4260

JIM SUIJJVAH, PRSSICCNT

JAM COOK. ACSccI TC CCweSSMNSR

GEORGE C. WALlACE. JR.. ASSOCIATE CCNNtSSICNCI~

WALTEII L. THOMAS, JR.
SECRETARY

BellSouth Public Communications, IncN

Applicant

APPLICATION: To divest assets and
abandon operations.

DOCKET 2573'7

~OR
BY TME COMMISSION t

By filing of July 28, 2003, Bellsouth Public communications, Inc. ("BsPc") notified the

Commission of its intention to divest itself of its assets and cease operations at or near the end

of the first quarter of 2004. BSPC is a corporation in the State of Georgia and is a wholly

awned subsidiary of BeiISouth Telecommunications. Inc. ("BellSouth").

BSPC obtained its Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to provide Intrastate

Telecommunications Service from the Commission on March 3, 1997 in Docket 25737 and

began its operations an April 1, 1997. In order to divest its assets. BSPC is selling some of its

payphones that are in place ta other payphone service providers or to location providers after

de-branding all equipment. Additionally. BSPC is selling some of its payphones in bulk to other

equipment providers. BSPC intends to transfer suppart type equipment 2nd assets to

BeliSouth on an as needed basis and in full compliance with established affiliate transaction

rules.

BSPC asserts that its decision to exit the competitive payphone marketplace in Alabama

will have no adverse effect On any other payphone service provider's ability to order access

lines. BSPC represents that payphone providers can attach their payphone sets and other
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DOCKET 25737 - 42

customer premises equipment to the various local exchange networks in order to provide

payphone service to the public.

We have considered BSPC's request to divest its assets and cease its operations in

Alabama. We find said request to be consistent with the public interest, convenience and

necessity.

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED BY THE COMMISSION. That BellSouth Public

Communications. Inc. Is hereby authorized to divest its assets and cease its Alabama

operations pursuant to the terms and conditions discussed above.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, That jurisdiction in this cause is hereby retained for the

issuance of any further order or orders as may appear to be just and reasonable in the

premises.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, That this Order shall be effective as of the date hereof.

DONE at Montgomery, Alabama, this AD — day of November, 2003,

ALABAMA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

an Cook, Commissioner

George C. Wallace, Jr.. Commissioner

ATTEST: A True Copy

tary
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF RICHLAND

)
) CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

)

The undersigned, Carl Bell, hereby certifies that he is employed by the law firm of

Richardson, Plowden, Carpenter & Robinson and that he has caused BellSouth Public

Communications, Inc.'s Motion for Expedited Review in Docket No. 2003-77-C to be

served upon the following this December 11, 2003:

F. David Butler, Esquire
General Attorney
S. C. Public Service Commission
Post Office Box 11649
Columbia, South Carolina 29211
(PSC Staff)
dav'd u e sc state
(U. S. Mail and Electronic Mail)

Susan B. Berkowitz
South Carolina Appleseed Legal
Justice Center
Post Office Box 7187
Columbia, South Carolina 29202
(Women's Shelter)

(U. S. Mail and Electronic Mail)

William J. Hines
807 Walters Lane
Columbia, South Carolina 29202
(Women's Shelter)
5jhfi2~@aglcom
(U. S. Mail and Electronic Mail)
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Laura F.H. McDonald
Stephen J. Rosen
Mare A. Lindsey
Levine, Blaszak, Block & Boothby, LLP
2001 L Street, NW
Suite 900
Washington, DC 20036
(Women's Shelter)

(U. S. Mail and Electronic Mail)

John F. Beach, Esquire
Ellis Lawhorne
Post Office Box 2285
Columbia, South Carolina 29202
(SCPCA)

(U. S. Mail and Electronic Mail)

Elliott F. Elam, Jr.
Acting Consumer Advocate
3600 Forest Drive, Suite 300
Columbia, South Carolina 29204-4006

(U. S. Mail and Electronic Mail)

PC Docs 8 483462


